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Executive Summary

Harris & AssociategHarris) has prepared this Biological Resources Technical Report in support of
the Program Environmental Impact Red®EIR)for the proposed De Anza Natural Amendment to
the Mission Bay Park Master Plgsroject) The project area consists of approximaty acres of

land and approximateli91.2acres of open watand tidal channdbr a total of505.2acres.The
project area includes the Kend&lost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife PresgikEMR/NWP),
Campland on the BafCamplangl, Pacific Beach Tennis Club athletic fields, Mission Bay Golf
Course and Practice Center, and De Anza Cove area, incthéwgcated mobile home park and
supporting infrastructure, Mission Bay RV Resort, public park, public beach, parkingpand
waterareas Theprojectarea is entirely within the Coastal Overlay Zohee western portion of the
project area that includes thFMR/NWP is partially within theMulti-Habitat Planning Area
(MHPA)oftheCi t y of &a ) yidtiple §peciesConseation ProgramNISCP Subarea

Plan (SAP)The project includes recommendatimasn theMission Bay Park Master PI&MBPMP)
pertainingto the project area to serve local and regional recreation needs while preserving the natural
resources ofthe De AnzaC® ar ea. The project aims to expand
water quality through the creation of additional wetlands while providing Aaased solutions to
protect the City against the risk of climate change which is in line with theteliResilient S[Pan
(Policy TNE3). The project would enhance the existing regional parldasaithrough a variety of
uses, includingow-cost visitor guest accommodatiofrecreational vehicles and other loast
camping facilities), active and passirecreational opportunities to enhance public use of the area, and
improved access to areas designated for recreational Tuse project seeks to implement the
recommendations of the adoptd@PMP.

The City received a Supplemental Environmental Projentitgrom the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) that funds the inclusion of an additional project alternative prdject

PEIR that would expand habitat restoration opportunities in the projectTdre inclusion of an
expandedwetland project alternative in éfPEIR gives City decisiemakers the opportunity to
consider irdepth the scope and scale of future wetland restoration in northeastern Missiés Bay.
result, the alternative pr elgndsOgtimizédAd it em,nah e vei, n
analyzed in this report at the same level of dataihe project to support the PEIR anah&iisilar to

the project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include a combination of habitat restoration,
active recregon, low-cost guestvisitor accommodations, open beaeind regional parkland and
would modify the open water portions of De Anza Cdvempared to the projecthg Wetlands
Optimized Alternative would consist ofthe establishment d31.1 acres of additinal functional
wetlands (lowmid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflags)d wouldreduce the overall acreage

of the open water portions of De AnZave to93 acres

Information on observedensitive biological resourcesmdthose with the potential to occur the
project areawas collected and analyzetihrough a review of existing maps, literaturesource
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databases, studies conducted by Haariddocumentation dbiological studies conductday others

in the project areaGeneral biological reconnaissansurveys were conducted by Harris in July and
October 2022 t@onfirm previouslymapped vegetation communities, document observed plant
and wildlife species, and evaleahe potential for occurrence of sensitive plant and wildlife
speciesVegetatiormapping, prograntevel and formal jurisdictional delineations, and biological
resources reconnaissance surveys were conducted in 2016 by Environmental Science Associates
(ESA), AECOM, and Nordby Biological Consulting. Zembal et al. (2015a, 2016) conducted
focused surveys fdight-footedR i d g w a y RabBus longiiodtris levipdsin 2015 and 2016.
Focused s ur v e gasannhhosparrddiegssdrculug gasdwichensis beldngiere
conducted by Zembal et al. (2016) in 2015. Between 2010 and 2012, (&dé&d) conducted
focused surveys for wandering skippBatoquina errans In 2018, Dudek conducted a formal
jurisdictional delineation in a section of the project area that had not been covered by previous
delineation efforts and performed focused edagi@ostera marinasurveys in Mission Bay. This

report documents the results of the Harris biological reconnaissance surveys, confirmation of
previously recorded data (where feasible), reviews of previous studies and survey results, and a
programlevel aralysis of the potential impacts that could occur to biological resources as a result
of project implementation.

Thirteen vegetation communities and/or land cover tyya@® beemdentified in the project area.

The native vegetation and wetland communitigbeprojectarea are disturbed wetland (Arundo),
disturbed freshwater marsh, southern coastal salt marsh, open water, eelgrass beds, tidal channel,
salt panne, mudflat, southern foredunes, and Diegan coastal sage scrub.-@aitveoregetation
communty, nonnative grassland, and two land cover types, disturbed land and developed land,
are mapped in the project area.

The a@uatic resources delineatioosnducted ir2016 and 2018 determindadiata total 0f275.36
acres of wetlands and nevetland water®ccurin the project arealhese aquatic resources are
potentially under the jurisdiction di.S. Army Corps of Engineer§USACE) and RWQCB,
California Coastal CommissiofCCC), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),
and/or wetlands regulated ke City.

Four sensitiveplant species detectaa the project areduring biological surveys in 2016, 2018,

and 2022 i ncl ud é&rarRenia pakne)pSan Oiegoamansbdder {va hayesiang
southwestern spiny rushJuncus acutusssp. leopoldi), and California seablite Suaeda
californica). Two sensitive planspecies, estuary seabliuageda esterga a nd bdmisppbral | 6 s
(Acmispon prostratyswere determined to have high potentials to occur in the project area but
were notidentified during the biological resources surveys

A total of 27 sensitive wildlife species were observed in the project area durirZpilse 2016,
2018, and 202aiological surveys: American peregrine falconFélco peregrinus anatum
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B e | d samagnalssparm, black skimmerRynchops niggr black tern Chlidonias nige), brant
(Branta bernicl3, California brown pelicanRelecanus occidentalis californicy<alifornia gull
(Larus californicu$, California horned larkEremophila alpestris actja Californialeast tern
(Sternula antillarum brownj Caspian tern Hydroprogne caspia Clark's marsh wren
(Cistothorus palustris clarkgecommon loonGaviaimmey , C o o p eAccipiter choperijk  (
Costabs h uQalygten apdtae dadibledrested cormorantPhalacrocorax auritul
elegant tern Thalasseus elegapslightf o ot ed Ri d g wilallgddcarlew (duménjus | on g
americanuy monarch butterfly@anaus plexippys northern harrierGircus hudsonius osprey
(Pandion haliaetus reddish egretHgretta rufescens redhead Aythya americang rufous
hummingbird Gelasphorus rufgs Southern California legless lizardAfniella stebbingi
wandering skipperRanoquina errang and whitetailed kite Elanus leucurus Two sensitive
wildlife speciesporthwestern San Diego pocket mouSadetodipus fallax fallgx@andMexican long
tongued bat@hoeronycteris mexicahawere determined tbavea high potential to occur in the
project aredut were not observed during the biological teses surveysThe project area was
determined to have a high potential to support nesting dirdsaptos protected undetalifornia
Fish and Game Code (CFG@phd Migratory Bird Treaty AC{MBTA), as well as sensitive
roosting bats.

The project igequired tdoe in compliance with all federal, state, and local regulations applicable
to biological resourcesncluding jurisdictional aquatic resources, a condition of approvalhe
project could result in potentially significant direct and indinegpacts to sensitive plant and
wildlife species,including sensitive roosting batsgnd potentially cause the introduction of
invasive speciesThe project could result in potential impacts to 11 sensitive vegetation
communities, including wetlands. Thiacludes impacts to wetlands and rwetland waters
regulated by thdJSACE, RWQCB, CCC, CDFWand City. Mitigation would includehe
following measuresfocused sensitive plant surveysionitoring by a qualified biologist
adherence to required mitigatioatios for compensatory mitigation, eelgrass beds creation,
revegetation of native habitatand preconstruction hydroacoustic says. All potentially
significant impacts would be reduced dadess than significantevel with implementation of
mitigation measuresConsistency with federal, state, and local regulations and the application of
mitigation measures would ensure that the project is consistent witetiexal Planning Policies

and Design GuidelingsGeneral Management Directivesind AreaSpecifc Management
Directives (ASMDs) in the MSCP SARhe MHPALand UseAdjacencyGuidelines and the
Cityds Gener al Pl an Conservation and Recreat:.
considerable impacts to biological resources.
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Section 1 Introduction

Harris& Associates (Harrisias contracted biyneleadagencyto conductesktop literature reviews
andreconnaissanekevel biological surveym support of th&rogram Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) for the proposedDe Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan and
associated discretionary actiqpsoject)in the City ofSan DiegdCity), California

1.1 Purpose of the Report

The purpose of this Biological Resources Technical Report is to document the biological resources
presenin theprojectareaidentify potential impacts to specsthtus biological resourcassociated with
implementation of the projecand document avo@nce, minimization, and/or mitigation measures
consistent with federal, state, and local rules and regulaimmhgding the City& currentMunicipal
Code Land Development CodeBiology Guidelines (SDBJCity of San Diego 208q). This report
includes an introductiorg discussion of environmental settjragproject descriptiona summary of
the applicable federal, state, and local regulatmmudicable to biological resourceraethoddor the
literature review and surveys condutter the project, includingurvey limitationsadescription and
analysis of existing biological resources, including sensitive biological resparcesalysis of
potential project impactsncluding cumulative impacteind mitigationrequired toreduce potential
impacts from project implementation to below a level of significance.

The termfbiological resourceasrefers to plant species, wildlife species, vegetation commupnities
andaquatic resourcas and adjacent tthe projectarea For the puposes of thiseport sensitive

biological resources are those defined as follows: (1) species designated as endangered, threatened,
rare, protected, sensitive, or species of special concern according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), Califora Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), California Native Plant
Society (CNPS), or applicable regional plans, policies, or regulations needs due to limited
distribution, limited numbers, or significant population declines associated with natural arhuma
made causes; (2) species and habitat types recognized by local and regional resource agencies as
special status; (3) habitats or vegetation communities that are unique, are of relatively limited
distribution, or are of particular value to wildlife; (4)lalife corridors and habitat linkages; or (5)
biological resources that may or may not be considered special status but are regulated under local,
state, and/or federal laws.

This report discusses potential impacts, avoidance areasmdightion measres (MMSs)
applicable to biological resourcassociated with implementation of the project in accordance with
the federal Endangered Species Act (FES@alifornia Endangered Species Act (CESA)
(California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050 et s€al)fornia Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA); Clean Water Act (CWX PorterCologne Water Quality Control A¢PorterCologne)
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA); Section$600,1602,3511, and 4700 of the BGC, California
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Coastal Act (CCA); anthe City& Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan
(SAP) (City of San Diego 1997)the Cityss Land Development Cod@.DC), the Cityés
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulaticasdthe Cityds SDBG
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Section 2 Environmental Setting

The following is a description of the existing conditiam$he projeciarea

2.1 Project Location

The project area is in the northeastern corner of Mission Bay Park in the City of SanApiegyadix

A, Figures; Figurd, Regional Location)he project area consists of approximatélg &cres of land

and approximately 1192 acres of open water for a total di$2acres.The project area includes the
KendallFrost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve (KFMR/NWP), Campland on the Bay
(Campland), Pacific Beach Tennis Club athletic fields, Mission Bay Golf Course and Practice Center,
and De Anza Cove area, includitige vacated mobile home park and supporting infrastructure,
Mission Bay RV Resort, public park, public beach, parking, and water areas (Figure 2, Project
Locatior). The project area is in the La Jolla U.S. Geological Surveynihbte quadrangle map.
According b the Citys General PlahandUseMap (Figure LU2 in City of San Diego 2IBb), the

project is in an area that is designated as Park, Open Space, and Recreation. The western portion of the
project areathat includesthe KFMR/NWP is partially within the Mti-Habitat Planning Area
(MHPA) of the Cityss MSCPSAP (Figure 2).

2.2 Project Description

The project includes recommendatiofiem the Mission Bay Park Master PlaMBPMP)
pertaining to serve local and regional recreation needs while preserving the restouates of

the De Anza Cove area. The project aims to expand théspaakural habitat and improve water
quality through the creation of additional wetlands while providing ndiased solutions to
protect the City against climate chargdated risk@ndto beconsistentvith the Climate Resilient

SD Plan. The project would enhance the existing regional parkland through a variety of uses,
including low-cost visitor guest accommodationgrecreational vehicles and other laost
camping facilities), actie and passive recreational opportunities to enhance public use of the area,
andimproved access to areas designated for recreationaFirsally, the projectvould recognize

the history and ancestral homelands of the Hpgay Kumeyaay peopleand provide
opportunities to partner and collaboratefature planning and restoration of the area. The project
seeks to implement the recommendations oMB&MP. The following discussion describes the
components of the project, which are analyagthey pertaito biological resourcas thisreport

at a program levelFigure 3, Site Plagnillustrates the proposed land uses and improvements
included in the project

2.2.1 Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife
Preserve Area

The projectwould include enhancemeérand restoration of the existing KFMR/NWP and the
expansion of wetlands currently occupied by Campl&ngure 3. The project would follow the
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MBPMP recommendation of replacing the existing Campland area with expanded
marshland/habitat area, which woulttlude a combination of mudflats, wetlands, and upland
habitats. The totaéxpanded marshland/habit@tea would be approximatel405 acres. The
project would also maintain the existing University of California San Di{ggo San Diego)
Biological Researh Field Station facilityn the northwestern corner of the KFMR/NWP, which
allows for study and interpretation of the local environment, focusing on the estuarine and bay
habitats of Mission Bay. The project would also allow a future environmental extucatd
interpretivenature facility along Pacific Beach Drive in the KFMR/NWP. The facility would be
above the marsh and buffered from the marsh.

2.2.2 Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course

The northern area currently contains active recreational facilities. Active recreation areas are meant to
support lanebased active recreational pursuits, including sand volleyball, pickleball, tennis, walking,
cycling, and inline/roller skating. The projewould incorporate a range of recreational uses, with
compatible user groups that would shareillneninated sports fields.The active recreation areas
would include dacility with tennis and pickleball courts, which potentially includesheific Beach
Tennis Cluband would potentially share infrastructure like parking and a clubhouse with other active
recreation and sports users, such as Mission Bay Little LeAgcieange or consolidation of golf
facilities would potentially allow for more athletifields and courts. Many existing recreational
opportunities would be retained; howetke current site of the Mission Bay Boat and Ski Club would
be replaced with a widened Rose Cradkt, wetlandsand buffers adjacent to the creek. A boat
facility anda shared clubhouse are sited on the mortkhore of De Anza Cove, along wittl acres

of water use for nemotorized boats anchdnterpretive Nature Centend shared parking/service
infrastructure. In addition, several facilities, discussed belmwu|d be upgraded

The combination and layout of recreation and athletic faciliwesld be designed during the
General Development Plan (GDP) process and at the time of redevelopment and implementation
of project enhancemen@ndone or morésDPs could cover different areas in the project area.

2.2.3 De Anza Cove Area

The De Anza Cove area is sbuif North Mission Bay Drive and east of the Rose Creek inlet. The
land uses proposed in this area include expanded marshland/hibtabst visitor guest
accommodationgegional parklandupland (dune, sage) and buffer areadive recreation, open
beach, two leased areas for boat users/rentals, anduseltike paths, which are further discussed
below(Figure 3).

2.2.3.1 Expanded Marshland/Habitat

The expanded marshland/habitat area would be composed gfrhigh andlow-saltmarsh areas,
mudflats, and subtidal areas, creating a natural interface with De Anza Cove and enhancing water
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quality in the bay (Figure 3). A key stratefggm the MBPMHSs to locate wetlands as water quality
improvement features immediately adjacenthe éxisting storm drain outfalls in the existing
eastern portion of De Anza Cove. The intent of the expanded wetlandsnbance the@atural
environment fowildlife , offset impacts to othelisturbedocalenvironments, androvide climate
resiliency enefits

2.2.3.2 Low-Cost Visitor Guest Accommodations

The project would placlew-cost visitor guest accommodatiansthe eastrnside of Rose Creek,
buffered by uplangegetationandwould allocate 48.5 acres for RVs, cabins, or otheifeendly
accommodatins. This areavouldalso includeopen space arassociatedhcilities consistent with
camping accommodatiorigigure 3)

2.2.3.3 Regional Parkland, Open Beach, Leased Areas, and Multi-Use Bike
Paths

The regional parkland use supports activities such as picnickingteflying, Frisbee games,
informal sports, walking, jogging, ki@play, bicycling, and skating. The existing regional
parkland would be enhanced with recreational amenities and access to thesmyléth that
connects therojectarea to points norttwest, and east. A sandy beach atthe northern and
western edges of De Anza Cove would be adjacent to thedstwisitor guest accommodation

use and the boating use. The beach area would be protected by buffers/safety measures that would
delineate he edges/extents of the norotorized boat usarea The multiuse path would allow

for pedestrians and cyclists to connect with points west, ramtheast. The multise path would

itself be a feature for users passively recreateriew the marshesand have distant views of
Mission Bay.

Within the regional parkland areas, park amenities could include theuseilgath, as well @ppen
greem areas,childrerts play areas, surface parking, restrooms, and picnic shelters to support the
recreational activities.

2.2.3.4 Upland (Dune, Sage) and Buffer Areas

Theupland (dune, sage) and buffer areasild accommodate the proposed muke path with
educationbsignage and, in some instances, mounded landforms. The mounded landforms would
feature native coastal sage, dune, and other native plants that would be seen and experienced from
the waterfront multuse path. Within this area, passive recreation amsrstieh as overlooks,
pathways, picnic areas, and interpretive signs could be accommodated. These areas would serve
as a complement to the natural setting ofidkaecost visitor guest accommodatssmd the beach

areas on the cove, and the upland plantmgsld serve as a buffer to the wetland habitats.
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2.2.3.5  Water Quality Design Features

Water quality design features are proposed along the edges of the active recreational areas. The
proposed water quality detention basins would be of differing sizes and vapilde and treat
stormwater before flowing into Mission Bay. New water quality basins would be located to treat
the entire project area in accordance with local and state requirements.

The water quality detention basins would be designed with a sedimmeitajo a height
appropriate embankment specific for each area of treatment, and a base of the basin to reduce
sediment and erosion at the outflow. Native plants would be used to reduce sediment and total
suspended solids from stormwater. Additional waitaality-enhancing features would include
vegetated areas bordering all development areas to further reduce stormwater contamination,
including debris and sediment, from reaching Mission Bay.

In addition to water quality detention basins, the project wautdrporatefuture site-specific

design features angest management practices (BMPs) to enhance water quality. These BMPs
would include native plants for landscaping, which would not require fertilimen®duce the
potential for added nutrients into mbg water bodies, as well as efficient irrigation practices to
reduce nutrient runoff. The project would incorporate storm drainage signage featuring a statement
such asiNO DUMPINGO or iDRAINS TO OCEAN> to discourage illegal dumping by visitors.

As a furher water qualityenhancing feature, the edges of Rose Creek and alofgab® of De

Anza Cove are proposed to be revegetated with marsh, wetland, and upland nativdnplants.
addition, figreer infrastructure such as constructed oyster beds would be implemented at
shorelines where oyster colonization is feasible.

2.2.3.6  Surface Parking

Surface parking areas are proposed in the project area. Parkingheaunldonjunction with the
athletic areas and thin the footprint of te low-cost visitor guest accommodaticarea.
Additionally, surface parking lots accessible from North Mission Bay Drive would be provided to
serve the proposed leasathletic areasand the regional parkland area at De Anza CBaeking

lots associated with the athletics/aquatics area would be accessible from both North Mission Bay
Drive and Grand Avenue. Overall, the profagbarking areas and interior parking accessways
would be designed during the GDP process and at the fimeglevelopment and implementation

of project enhancements.

2.2.3.7 Circulation and Access

Circulation adjacent to and in the project area consists of vehicular, watercraft, andsaulti
pathways for pedestrians and bicyclists.
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2.2.3.8 Vehicular Circulation and Access

Vehicular access to the project area would be provided from Pacific Beach Drive, Grand Avenue, and
North Mission Bay Drive. Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for
low-cost visitorguestaccommodatiog) regional parklandyoating, and active recreation.

2.2.3.9 Watercraft Access

Watercraft access would be provided at the eastern end of De Anza Cove to the proposed boat
rental facility. The existing boat ramp at the western end of De Anza Cove would be removed, and
non-motorized pesonal watercraft would have access near the boat rental facility.

2.2.3.10 Utilities and Infrastructure Improvements

Details of the utilities and infrastructure improvementsuld depend on théuture sitespecific
design details of the project, which are not knawthis time Existing utilities are currently in the
project area and connect to the Gitinfrastructure. More specifically, stormwater drains and pipes

in the project area connect to the Gitinfrastructure to the north. Several stormwedtams are in
parking areas and along access roadways. The project area is connected tGstiteiQitjpal sewer

and water system via underground pipelines that connect the project area infrastructure tésthe City
system to the north. The existing pipek at the De Anza Cove portion of the project area are
proposed to remain in place and would be capped or used depending on future design detalils.

2.3  Wetlands Optimized Alternative Description

The City received a Supplemental Environmental Prgemtt from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) that funds the inclusion of an additional project alternative in the project
PEIR that would expand habitat restoration opportunities. The inclusion of an expanded wetland
project alternative inhie PEIR gives City decisiemakers the opportunity to considerdepth the

scope and scale of future wetland restoration in northeastern Mission Bay. As a result, the alternative
project design, herein referred to asitMetlandsOptimizedAlternativepis analyzed in this report

at the same level of detail as the project to support the PEIR analysis.

Similar to the project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would include a combination of habitat
restoration, active recreation, lesost visitorguestacamommodations, open beadnd regional
parkland and would modify the open water portions of De Anza Cove. Overall, the VBetland
Optimized Alternativewould include additional enhancement opportunities compared to the
project(Figure 4, Wetlands Optimized #&krnative) This alternative would providgpproximately

2509 acres of expanded marshland habitatluding31.1 acres at the former Campland a8

acres of other new wetlands. The alternative also increases the upland habitat to 46.1 acres
compared td374 acres undethe project. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would further
reduce the amount of active recreational activitied2® acres which would bereplaced with
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additional regional parkland opportunities for a total of 30.8samepared tothe26.3 acres under
the project. Approximately 27.4 acres of lovzost visitor guestaccommodations would be
provided under this alternative. The southern portion of theclust visitorguestaccommaodation
area would be enhancedth wetland and upland habitat. In addition, the Wetlands Optimized
Alternativewouldreduce the overall acreage of open wat&e AnzaCove t093 acrescompared

to the959 acres under the project

2.4 Land Use
241 Existing Land Uses

The existing land uses and associated acreages in the project area are described in Table 1, Existing
Land Use Acreages, and illustrated on FigyrExisting Land Uses.

Table 1. Existing Land Use Acreages

Land Use Acres
KFMR/NWP (land arater) 88
Campland on the Bayand 45.8
De Anza Cove Aiielaand 103.3
Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Gol 62.6
Open Water 191.2
Roads and Rigifiway 14.3
Total 505.2

Notes KFMR/NWP = Kenéfatlst MardReserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve

The KFMR/NWP, as illustrated on Figuteis approximatel\88 acres and bordered to the west

and north by residential development, to the east by Campland, and to the south by Mission Bay.
The KFMR/NWP mostly consists ekgetated wetland. Campland is approxima#&y8 acres,
including land and water uses, and is directly east of KFMR/NWP. Campland is eow@igg

land and is currently leased and used as a privately operated RV and tent camping area.
Condominiums are aagent to Campland along the northern and western boundaries. The De Anza
Cove area is approximately 103.3 acres and is directly east of Campland and Rose Creek and south
of North Mission Bay Drive. The De Anza Cove area consists of an abandoned mobilpartkme

and supporting infrastructure (e.g., roads, utilities, parking lots, and driveways), Mission Bay RV
Resort (an existing campground for 260 RV sites with limitegitgramenities), Mission Bay

Park area, and a public beach and parking area. Nortsidii8ay Drive bisects the De Anza

Cove area and recreational areas to the north. The recreational areas combined are approximately
62.6acres and include the Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course (and their
respective parking areas).
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24.2 Proposed Project Land Uses

The MBPMP assigns land use designations throughout the MBPMP area, including the project area,
which are summarized in Table 2, Proposed Land Use Acreages, and described in further detail
below. Figure 3Site Planprovides an illustration of the proposed land uses.

Table 2. Proposed Land Use Acreages

Land Use Acres
KFMR/NWP 86.8
Expanded Marshland/Habitat 1405
Upland Habitat (Dune, Sage) and Buffer Area 374
LowCost Visit@uesAccommodations 48.5
Regional Parkland 26.3
Boat Facilities/Clubhouse 2.6
Interpretive Nature Center (1 Lotation) o}
Boat Water Leades 21
Active Recreation 601
Open Water 959
Open Beach 55
Road 1.6
Total 5@®.2

Notes: KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve
! Expanded wetlands includes 30.7 acres currently occupied by Campland and 109.8 acres of other new wetlands.

Area for the Interpretive Nature Center has not been determined, and programming for the center is assumed to occur after
adoption of the amendment as part of a future GDP.

Boat lease areas overlap with other land uses; therefore, acreages are not included in the total.

Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodations, regional
parkland, and active recreation, subject to future design and subsequent approvals.

2

2.4.3 Wetlands Optimized Alternative Land Uses

As discussed in Section 2.@/etlands Optimized Alternative Descriptjdhis alternative would
result in the establishment 83 acres of additiondlinctional wetlands (lownid-high wetland/salt
marsh and mudflats), resulting in a total8D9 acres of expanded marshland/habitat compared to
the227 4 acres under theroject(Figure 4) Table 3, Comparison of Wetlands OptimiZdternative

to the Project, compares the land uses and acreages of the alternative to the project.
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Table 3. Comparison of Wetlands Optimized Alternative to the Project

Wetlands Optimized Alternative) Proposed Project
Land Use (acres) (acres)

KFMR/NWP 86.8 86.8
Expanded Marshland/Habitat 16412 1405
Upland Habitat (Dune, Sage) and 46.1 374
Buffer Area
LowCost Visit@uest 27.4 48.5
Accommodations
Regional Parkland 30.8 26.3
Boat Facilities/Clubhouse 2.9 2.6
Interpretive Nat@enter (1 Locatidr o} o}
Boat Water Lea8es 12 21
Active Recreation 49.9 601
Open Water 93 95.8
Open Beach 2.3 55
Road 19 1.6

Total 50.2 5.2

Notes: KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve
! Expanded wetlands includes 31.1 acres currently occupied by Campland and 133 acres of other new wetlands.

Area for the Interpretive Nature Center has not been determined, and programming for the center is assumed to occur after
adoption of the amendment as part of a future GDP.

Boat lease areas overlap with other land uses; therefore, acreages are not included in the total.

Service roads, vehicular access, and parking would be in areas proposed for low-cost visitor guest accommodations, regional
parkland, and active recreation, subject to future design and subsequent approvals.

2

3

4

2.5 Topography and Soils

The project area is in San Diego Cou(Bounty) which is in three geographic regions: Coastal

Plain, Peninsular Ranges, and the Salton Trough (D8asit) (County of San Diego 2011). The
project area is in the Coastal Plain and west of the Peninsular Ranges and Desert Basin. The elevation
in the project area ranges from approximately sea level to 19 feet above mean sea level (amsl) (Figure
6, USGS Teographic Map). The topography of the project areprimarily gently sloping or
relatively flat. The Coastal Plain region ranges in elevation frenofeetamsito 600 feeams| and

is charactereed by topographideaturesincluding mesa tops, elevatadarine terraces, and level
floodplains of river valleys (County of San Diego 2011).

Five soil typesaremappedn the projectarea(Figure 7, Soils)Within the KFMR, fve soil types

are mapped, including Huerhuedsban land complex (percentto 9 percentslopes), lagoon
water, urban land, made land, and tidal flats, with tidal flats occupying the majority of the area
Two soil types are mapped within thlession Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course
(MBTAG) andDe Anza Coveareasincluding lagoon water and made land (USDA 2P2
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2.6  Hydrology

The project area lies within the Pefiasquitos Hydrologic Unit. The Pefasquitos Hydrologic Unit
(907.00) is a triangular area covering approximately 170 square rRipsrg 8, Pefasquitos
Hydrologic Uni) (RWQCB2002). This hydrologic unit is bordered by the San Dieguito Hydrologic
Unit to the north and the San Diego Hydrologic Unit to the east and soutbrdjbetarea lies is
further defined to be in the Scripps (906.3) and Miramar (9®6/drologic Areas.

The Pefasquitos Hydrologic Unit includes Rose Creek and several other small creeks. This
hydrologic unit drains into Mission Bay or the San Diego River (RWQCB 2002). The National
Hydrography Dataset identifies the Rose Creek and litstéiies as the drainage features within

the projectarea, which discharges into the Pacific Ocean near Missiol(UE2@S 203).

2.7 Climate

On aregional level, the County has a Mediterranean climate, which is characterized by wet winters
and dry summers. T#iis largely because of a sep@irmanent higipressure zone that sits over

the Pacific Ocean during much of the year and forms a fog belt (marine layer). The project area is
generally in the Peninsular Ranges of Southern California. The generalized alirtiegeegion

is dry, subhumid mesothermal, which pushes the growing season to the wet months of the year
(late winter to early spring). The rainy season in the County typically lasts from October through
March. Summer months include June, July, Augusi, deptembeative vegetation often goes
dormant during the later summer months until the wet season rains start in the fall.

Average temperatures for this area range f&8hdegrees Fahrenheit (°F) ®1°F. Typically,

August is the warmest and driest month, February is the wettest month, and December is the
coldest month of the yeakverage precipitation in theiny seasonanges between@&3inch and

2.1 inches per monthCctoberto March). The average amal precipitation for the projeerea
between 202 and 202 was approximatel inches. In 202, the total annual rainfall wag85

inches, approximatelihe same athe previous year (NRCS 28R As of October2022, when the

most recent biological resagsfieldwork was conducted, the total annual precipitation in the area
was3.22inches, approximatel®.05inches less tha@ctober2021.
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Section 3 Regulatory Framework

This section summarizefederal, state, regional, andocal regulations, plans, policies, and
programs that provide protection and management of sensitive biological resources that are
applicable to the project. The federal government administersarame plant and wildlife-

related issues through the USFWS, while waters of thitet) Statesssues are administered by

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE}alifornia law relating to wetland, watezlated,

and wildlife issues is administered by the CDFW. UAEQA, the CEQAeadagency (in this

case, the City dban Diegdpassesses impacts associated with a proposed project or program using
significance criteria determined by the CEQA lead aggnaguant tathe CEQA Guidelines.
Biological resourceselated lavs and regulations that apply inclugESA the MBTA, the CWA,

CEQA, CESA andCFGC.

Theprojectand the Wetlands Optimized Alternatererequiredto be in compliance with all federal,
state, and local regulations applicable to biological resoascasonditionof approval

3.1 Federal

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 USC 1451 through 1464, Chapter 33). This act is
administered by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administtatioffice of Ocean and
Resource Management and westablished as a national policy to preserve, protect, develop,
and® where possibi@ enhance or restore ti@pastal Zoe in the United State€alifornia has a
federally approved Coastal Zone Management Program, and the Coastal Zone Management Act is
adminigered by the California Coastal Commission (CCC). Therefore, the Coastal Zone
Management Program and permit requirements are discussed further i@Ahse&ionunder

state regulations

CWA, Section 404 (33 CFR 328.3[a]). These provisions regulate the aharge of dredged or fill
material inwaters of the United States, including wetlands. Activities that discharge dredge or fill
material intowaters of the United Statean be authorized by théSACE

FESA, Sections 7 and 9 (16 USC 1531 et seq.; 50 CFR Part 402). This prohibits théitaked (i.e., harm,

harass, or kill individuals, or destroy associated habitat) of species federally listed as threatened or
endangered. Take incidental to otherwise lawful activities can be authorized DSHWS

through a permit under Sect®4#(d), 7, or 10(a).

Marine Mammal Protection Act (16 USC 1361 et. seq.). All marine mammals are afforded protection
under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. With limited exceptionathenakes it illegal tditaked

a marinemammal without authorization granted by the National Marine Fisheries Sdiaded

is defined as harassing, hunting, capturing, or killing, or attempting to harass, hunt, capture, or kill
any marine mammafiHarassmeritis defined as pursuit, torment; annoyance, which has the
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potential to injure a marine mammal in the wild or has the potential to disturb a marine mammal
in the wild by causing disruption of behavioral patterns, including but not limited to migration,
breathing, nursing, breeding, feedj or sheltering. Take authorization must be granted by the
National Marine Fisheries Service.

MBTA (16 USC 703-712; 50 CFR 10). The federalMBTA prohibits the direct or indirect take of
migratory birds and their active nests unless permitted.

Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act prohibits

the construction of any bridge, dam, dike, or causeway ovén navigable waterways of the
United States without Congressional approval. Administration of Section 9 has been delegated to
the U.S. Coast Guard. Consultation with the U.S. Coast Guard may be necessary to determine if a
Section 9 permit would be ramed under the Rivers and Harbors Act.

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act requires that permits be obtained frofSARE in
navigable waters of the United States for all structures such as riprap and activities such as dredging.
USACEgrants or denies Section 10 permits based on the effects on navigation. Most projects covered
under thisact are also covered under Sectid#of the QVA.

3.2 State

Birds of Prey Protection Provision (California Fish and Game Code, Section 3503.5). This provision
prohibits the taking of birds of pregrderFalconiformes and Strigiformes) including their nests
and eggs.

CCA and ccc. The CCC wasstablished by voter initiative in 1972 and was made permanent by
the California Legislature through the adoption of the CCA of 1€#iforniaPublic Resources

Code Section 30000 et seq.). The CCC, in partnership with coastal cities and counties, plans and
regulates the use of land and water in@uoastal Zor. Under the CCA, cities and counties are
responsible for preparirigpcal Coastal Prograsto obtain authorit to issue Coastal Development
Permits for projects within their jurisdictiohocal Coastal Prograsnconsist of land use plans,
zoning ordinances, zoning maps, and other implementing actions that conform to CCA policies.
Until an agency has a fully cergfi Local Coastal Progranthe CCC is responsible for issuing
Coastal Development Permits

Under the CCA, Section 30107.5, environmentally sensitive habitat areas are areas within the
Coastal Zoe that ardidesignated based on the presence of rare habitatseas that support
populations of rare, sensitive, or especially valuable species or hadmagldition, the CCC
regulates impacts to coastal wetlands defined in Section 30121 of the Ci¥&nds, within the

Coastal Zoe which may be covered pettioally or permanently with shallow water and include
saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats,
and fens The CCA requires that most development avoid and buffer coastal wetland resources in
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accordancevith Sections 301231 and 30233, including limiting the filling of wetlands to certain
allowable uses.

Theprojectarea is entirely within th€oastal Zoe and thereforejs subject to the CCA

California Endangered Species Act (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050 et seq.). Section
2050 of the EGC prohibits any activities that would jeopardize or take a species designated as
threatened or endangered by the state.

California Fish and Game Code, Section 1602. Section 1602 regulates water resources in the State

of California. Activities that divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or change or use material from
the bed, channel, or bank of any river stream or lake may be authorized Opfveé CDFW
jurisdictionincludes intermittent and perennial watercourses and extends to the top of the bank of
a stream or lake if unvegetated or to the limit of the adjacent riparian vegetation, located contiguous
to the watercourse, if the stream or lake is vegetated.

California Fish and Game Code, Section 3503. Section 3503 of the EGC prohibits the take,
possession, or needless destruction of the nests or eggs of any birds, except as otherwise provided
by the code or any regulation made pursuant thereto.

CEQA, as amended (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.). The goal of CEQA
is to assist California public agencies in identifying potential significant negative environmental
impacts caused by their actions and avoiding or mitigating those impacts whelefeasib

California Fully Protected Wildlife Species Provision (California Fish and Game Code,
Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515). These provisions prohibit the taking of fully protected birds,
mammals, amphibiapand fish.

California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (California Fish and Game Code, Section 1900-1913).
These provisions preserve, protestd enhance endangered or rare native plants of the state.

RWQCB. The RWQCB regulates impacts to water quality under Section 401 of the CWA. A project
mustcomply with Section 401 of the CWA before the USACE can issue a Section 404 Permit.
The RWQCB will issue a Section 401 Water Quality Certification or Waiver of Certification,
depending on the extent of impactswaters of the United State§he RWQCB als regulates
impact to waters of thagate (usually limited t@isolated waters or swales that may not fall under
USACE jurisdiction) under the Port&ologne.

Streambed Alteration Agreement (California Fish and Game Code, Section 1600). The FGC
requires any person who proposes a project that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural
flow or substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake, or their
tributaries, or use materials from a streambed, to submtitifecation for a Streambed Alteration
Agreement to the CDFW.
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Natural Community Conservation Planning Act, as amended (California Fish and Game Code, Section
2800-2835). The primary objective of thiatural Community Conservation Plannimgpgram is to
con®rve natural communities at the ecosystem level while accommodating compatible land use.
The program seeks to anticipate and prevent the controversies and gridlock caused Bjisperies

by focusing on the lorterm suitability of wildlife and plant comunities and including key interests

in the process.

Porter-Cologne. Regulated by the RWQCB for impacts waters of thestate. Although water

quality issues related to impacts to waterways are normally addressed during 401 Water Quality
Certification, should avater of the State of Californiae determined by the USACE not to have

CWA jurisdiction, PortetCologne would be aftessed under a Construction General Permit, State
General Waste Discharge Order, or Waste Discharge Requirements, depending on the level of
impact and the properties of the waterway.

3.3 Local
3.3.1 San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program

The City is a paitipant in the regional County San Dieg&NIR, a cooperative federal, state, and local
environmental conservation program aimed at preserving San@®iegque native plants and animals
(covered speciegCounty of San Diego 1998)heplant boundariesx@end over multiple jurisdictions

and environments including regional watersheds and migratory wildlife corridondantaso protects

the regiols diverse native plant and animal species, including those that are threatened and endangered.
The MSCP als provides provisions and regulatichst accommodate future growth and streamline
building regulations while protecting natural resources in the region.

3.3.2 City of San Diego MSCP SAP

TheMSCPSAPwas adopted in 1997 and encompasses 206,124 acres witkeigitimal MSCP Study

Area (City of San Diego 1997). TIAPdelineate® MHPA where preserve planning is focused and
permanent conservation of habitat lands will be accomplished and includes a process for the issuance
of permits under the California Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act ofFEEBA,and

CESA (as discased previously in Section 3.2, StateJThe MSCP SAP is characterized by
predominantly urban land uses, including associated parks and open spAM8CH®AP separates

the City into several geographic subunits. The project is inrthen area, which encomgaes the

central coastal and central eastern portions of San Diego, including Point Loma and other Urban
Habitat Areas. More specifically, the Urban Habitat Areas include existing designated open space such
as Mission Bay; Tecolote Canyon; Marian Bear Meal@ark; Rose Canyon; San Diego River; the
southern slopes along Mission Valley, Carroll, and Rattlesnake Canyons; Florida Canyon; Chollas
Creek; and a variety of smaller canyon systems. The majority of these lands consist of canyons with
native habitat relative proximity to other MHPA areas providing habitat. These areas contribute in
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some form to the MHPA, either by providing habitat for native species to continue to reproduce and
find new territories or by providing necessary shelter and forageidoating species.

The projectis required tocomply with the General Management Directives outlined in Section
1.5.2 of the MSCFSAP. Table4, Proposed Project Consistency Determination Withitiple
Species Conservation Progr&ubarea PlaGeneral Mangement Directiveand AreaSpecific
Management Directivesdemonstrates the projéetcompliance with the MSCBAP General

Management Directiveend ASMDs

Table 4. Proposed Project Consistency Determination with Multiple Species
Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Management Directives and Area-

Specific Management Directives

MSCPSAPDirectives ‘

Applicability |

Implementation

General ManagemedirectivegSection 1.5.2 of the MSE&RP)

MitigationMitigation, when require
as part diiture sitspecifiproject
approvals, shall be performed in
accordance with the City of San D
Environmentally Sensitive Lands
Ordinance and Biol@gjdelines.

Mitigation is required for impacts t
sensitive vegetation, sensitive spe
and jurisdictional aquatic resource
Direct and indirect impacts to thes|
resources are described in detail i
Section$.2 througl6.9

Project mitigation meastoaeduce
potentially significant impacts are
described in Sections 6.2 through
With implementation of the propos
mitigation described in these secti
the identified impacts would be rec
toaless than significkantel
Therefore, the graiwould ben
compliance with this MSBP
General Management Directive.

RestorationRestoration or
revegetation undertaken in the MH
shall be performed in a manner
acceptable to the City. Where cov
species status identifies the need
reintroduction and/or increasing th
population, the covered species w
included in restoration/revegetatio
plans, as appropriate. Restoration
revegetation proposals will be req
to prepare a plan that includes
elements addressing financial
responsibility, site preparation, pla
specifications, maintenance, moni
and success criteria, and remedia
and contingency measures. Wetlg
restoration/revegetation proposalg
subject to permit authorization by
federal and state agencies.

The projeetouldestore an existing al
of disturbed land in the KFMR/NWH
within the MHPA boundary to marsk
habitat.

All temporary construction areas in
adjacent to the MHPA would require
revegetation following the completiq
constructio®onstruction may result
the recruitment of native plant
species within the temporary disturk
areas and the removal of native plal
species

In any areas in or adjacent to the
MHPA where temporary impacts ¢
as a result of project actiyvhasitat
restoration and erosion control
treatments would be installed (MV

5).

All restoration and revegetation
activities in and adjacent to the Mt
would be required to be conductec
accordance with 8BBGCity of Sar
Diego 2@3) and th€iy& Municipal
Code Land Development @ode
Landscape Standards (City of Sar
Diego 2mrh), with specific native
species incorporated, as appropri¢
(MM BI).

Therefore, the propould ben
compliance with this MSBP
General Management Directive.
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Table 4. Proposed Project Consistency Determination with Multiple Species
Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Management Directives and Area-
Specific Management Directives

MSCPSAPDirectives

Applicability

Implementation

Public Access, Trails, and
Recreatio® Priority 1.2t ocate
trails, view overlooks, and staging
areas in the least sensitive areas
MHPA. Locate trails along the edg
urban land uses adjacent to the M
or the seam between land uses (e
agiculture/habitat), and follow exig
dirt road as much as possible rath
than entering habitat for wildlife
movement areas.

The overall proposed project is
consistent with the MS2#PGeneral
Managemeimirective$orpublic
access, trails, argtreation because
no trails or paths are propostn
the MHPA. The mudté paths
proposed by the project would be
limited to the existing developed [
Anza Covareaand planned regiong
parkland areas outside the sensiti
vegetation communities M PA.
The upland and buffer areas along
edges of the project area would
accommodate the rudé paths,
including educational signage and
overlooks to view the wetland and
waterfront.

No trails or paths are propedbch
the MHPAherefore, thmojectvould
bein compliance with this MSEIP
General Management Directive

Litter/Trash and Materials Storage
Priority 1.3Prohibit permanent
storage of materials (e.g., hazardg
and toxic chemicals, equipment, €
within the MHPA and ensure
appropriate storage per applicable
regulations in any areas that may
impact the MHPA, due to potentia
leakage.

No hazardous construction materi
would be allowed to be permanen
stored within or adjacent to the Mk
(including fuel or sediment) during
project construction and any drain
from the construction site must be
of such materials.

Under existing conditions on the s
large RVs and other highuee|
vehicles are permitted to park and
stored lontgrm on the Campland s
adjacenb the MHPA boundary.
Following completion of the final b
project, this area would be restore
marshland habitat and no perman
storage of hazardous mateoialde
permitted, providing a net benefit {
MHPA.

Theconstructiatontractor, Wit
support from the qualified monitori
biologist, shall enstivatall areas for
staging, storage of equipment and
materials, trash, equipment
maintenance, and other constructi
related activities are conducted in
previously developed or disturbed
areasandoutsidehe MHPA boundal
wherever possible (MMBIQypical
BMPs, such as having trash conta
on site, a demarcated limit of work
contractor education, would limit tt
potential for trash and other huma
disturbance. During construtti®n,
qualified monitoring biologist shall
in writing on the Consultant Site V
Record Forms that no trash stockj
or oil dumping, fueling of equipme
storage of hazardous wastes or
construction equipment/material,
parking or other consimacelated
activities occurred within sensitive
habitat in the MHPA. These activit
shall only occur within the designa
staging area outside the MHPA ar
accordance with a projéater
Pollution Controhleveloped in
accordance with the@&Bgorm Wate
StandardS.herefore, the projeotld
bein compliance with this MSEIP
General Management Directive.
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Table 4. Proposed Project Consistency Determination with Multiple Species
Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Management Directives and Area-

Specific Management Directives

MSCPSAPDirectives

Applicability

Implementation

Adjacency Management Issues:
Enforce, prevent, and remove illeg
intrusions into the MHPA (e.g.,
orchards, decks, etc.) on an annu
basis, in addition to complaint bas
Disseminate educational informati
residents adjacent to and inside th
MHPA to heighten environmental
awareess, and inform residents of
access, appropriate plantings,
construction or disturbance within
MHPA boundaries, pet intrusion, f
management, and other adjacenc
issues. Install barriers (fencing,
rocks/boulders, vegetation) and/o
sighage where necegda direct
public access to appropriate locati

Appropriate enforcement and
educational signage would be pla
around the projeatd educational
materials provided for public view
and distribution at interpretive ext
provided at the rangeatisn and/or
other appropriate facilities/locatio

In areas adjacent to the MHPA, tt
project design requirements inclu
appropriate signage placed and
educational materials provided ali
public paths of travel and at
interpretive exhibits at theerang
stationTherefore, the projgould be
in compliance with this MSCP SAl
General Management Directive.

Invasive Exotics Control and
RemovalDo not introduce invasive
nonnative species into the MHPA.
Provide information on invasive pl
and animalsarmful to the MHPA, &
prevention methods to visitors ang
adjacent residents. Encourage
residents to voluntarily remove iny
exotics from their landscaping.

Any plant species installed within
feet of the MHPA shall comply wit
Landscape Rdgtions (LDC 142.04
and pefable 14P4F, Revegetation
and Irrigation Requirements) and
noninvasive.

In addition, the projgotildnclude
the restoration of the existing Cany
site, which currently contains a hig
number of invasive ornamspéaies
to natural marshland habitat. The
project also proposes to conduct
enhancement activities within the
MHPA, whiahouldreat and remove
invasive plant species that have
established within the MHPA bour|
in the KFMR/NWP.

Theconstructiatontrator shall
permanently revegetate all graded
disturbed, or eroded native habital
areas that would not be permanen
paved or covered by structures in
accordance with &g Municipal
CodeSDBGnd Landscape
Regulations (City of San Die@a20
2019, and th&€itys Municipal Code
Land Development Gbodandscape
Standards (City of San Dietj@0
(MM BI).

Enhancement activities would be
conductedccordance with Dies
Municipal CodeDBJCity of San
Diego 20H and theCity® Municipal
Code Land Development @ode
Landscape Standards (City of Sar
Diego 2mrh), within thbabitat
restoration aretstreat and remove
any invasive species present in th
reserve and MHPA (MM3310

Therefore, the projeould b
compliance with this MSCP SAP
General Management Directive.

Flood Control

Not applicable.

Not applicable.
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Table 4. Proposed Project Consistency Determination with Multiple Species
Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Management Directives and Area-

Specific Management Directives

MSCPSAPDirectives \

Applicability |

Implementation

AreaSpecificManagement Directives for M&0Rered Species

LightFooted Ridgwdy Rail ASMDs
forlightfootedRidgwa® rail must
include active management of wef
to ensure a healthy tidal saltmarsh
environment, and specific measur
protect against detrimental edge €
to this species.

The overall projeaiuld beonsistent
with the MSCFAPASMD#dorlight
footedRidgway® raikince itvould
include both restoration and expat
of tidal marshland habitatnandd
include management measures to
reduce detrimental edge effects, g
as unauthorized public acaeds
domestic pet predation.

Whenever possible, project
construction activities would be
conductedutsidehe breeding seas
of sensitive wildlife species. If
construction is required during the
breeding season of sensitive wildl
and suitable habitat is present wit
adjacent to the planned conetructi
area, appropriate measwasde
taken to reduce impacts to a level
below significant.

The project has been designed to
incorporate the installation of
permanent fencing, as needed ba:
on the discretion of the Mission Be
senior parlanger to dice public
access to appropriate locations, pl
unauthorized intrusion into the M
and reduce domestic animal pred:
on wildlife.

The projeeind future sigpecific
projectsvould beequiredo conform
with the MSCP SAmIASMDsor
coveredpecies, including kfygdted
Ridgwa$ railMM BIQ). Further, the
projectvould beequiredo ben
compliance wittgulations protectin
sensitive nesting birds and raptors
including the CFGC and MBTA

Additional marshland habitat wouli
created by the project, which woul
help prevent detrimental edge effe
lightfootedRidgwa rail in the long
term (MMIB-3through MM BER

Therefore, the projeould b
compliance with this MSCP SAP
ASMDs for liglabotedRidgwa® rail

California Least TerASMD¢gor
California least tern must include
protection of nesting sites from hu
disturbance during reproductive
season, predator control, and spe
measures to protect against detrin
edge effects to this species.

Incidental take (during the breedin
season) associated with
maintenance/removal of dikes/levg
beach maintenance/enhancement
not authorized except as specifica
approved on a cdsecase basis by
the wildlife agencies.

The overall projeciuld beonsistent,
with the MSCFAPASMDsor
California least teince the project
would avoid all adjacent nesting s
for this species. In addition, the pr
wouldexpand and restore marshlar
habitat, which would provide forag
habitat for California least tern ang
wouldmprove watgquality in Missiof
Bay.

Whenever possible, project
construction activities would be
conductedutsidehe breeding seas
of sensitive wildlife species. If
construction is required during the
breeding season of sensitive wildl
and suitable habitgtrissent within @

Nesting locations for California lei
tern would be avoidgduture site
specifiproject constructiemtirely.
The project isquiredo conform wit
the MSCBAPandASMDsgor
covered species, includiatifornia
least ter(MM BIQ). Further, the
projectvould beequiredio be in
compliance with regulations prote
sensitivaesting birds and raptors,
including the CFGC and MBTA.

Restored and expanded marshlar
habitat would be created by the
project, which would expand forag
habitat and help prevent any
detrimental edge effects to Califo
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Table 4. Proposed Project Consistency Determination with Multiple Species
Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Management Directives and Area-
Specific Management Directives

MSCPSAPDirectives

Applicability

Implementation

adjacent to the planned constructi
area, appropriate measwasde
taken to reduce impacts to a level
below significant.

least tern in the letegm (W BIGB
through MM BED.

Therefore, the projgould ban
compliance with this MSCP SAP
ASMDf¢orCalifornia least tern

Beldings Savannah Sparrow
ASMD¢or Beldirggsavannah sparrg
must include specific measures to
protect againd¢trimental edge effe
to this species.

The overall proposed project is

consistent with the MSIPASMDs
for Beldir§gsavannah sparrow sinc
will include both restoration and

expansion of tidal marshland habi
and will include management mea
to reduce detrimental edge effects
such as unauthorized public acces
anddomestic pet predation.

Whenever possible, project
construction activities would be
conductedutsid¢he breeding seas
of sensitive wildlife species. If
construction is reqdito be
conducted during the breeding se
of sensitive wildlife, and suitable h
is present within or adjacent to the
facility segment planned for
maintenance, appropriate measur
woulde taken to reduce impacts t
level below significant.

Theproject has been designed to
incorporate the installation of
permanent fencing, as needed ba:
on the discretion of the Mission Be
senior park randgerdirect public
access to appropriate locations, pl
unauthorized intrusion into the M
and redce domestic animal predat
on wildlife.

The project isquiredo conform wit
the MSCBAPandASMD¢or
covered species, inclu@ielgling
savannah sparr¢MM BIC2).
Further, the projeaiuld beequired
to be in compliance wétjulations
protecting sensitive nesting birds
raptors, including the CFGC and
MBTA.

Additional marshland habitat wouli
created by the project, which woul
expand habitat and help prevent
detrimental edge effects to B&lding
savannah sparrowtia tongerm (M
BIG3through MM BER

Therefore, the projgould bén
compliance with this MSCP SAP
ASMDs fdelding savannah
sparrow

Coopess Hawk The ASMD for
Coopes hawknusinclude
establishment of 366t impact
avoidance areasound active nests

The overall projeaiuld beonsistent,
with the MSCFAP ASMOer
Coopéds hawk through compliance
regulations protecting sensitive
nesting birds and raptors, includir
CFGC and MBTA

Whenever possible, project
construction activities would be
conductedutsidehe breeding seas

of sensitive wildlife species. If

The project isquiredo conform wit
the MSCBAPandASMDsor
covered species, includingpes
hawkKMM BIQ). Further, the projec
would beequiredo be in complianc
with regulations protecting sensiti
nesting birds and raptors, includir
CFGC and MBT
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Table 4. Proposed Project Consistency Determination with Multiple Species
Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Management Directives and Area-

Specific Management Directives

MSCPSAPDirectives

Applicability

Implementation

construction is required to be
canducted during the breeding see
of sensitive wildlife, and suitable h
is present within or adjacent to the
facility segment planned for
maintenance, appropriate measur
wouldbe taken to reduce impacts t
level below significant.

Therefore, the projgould ban
compliance with this MSCP SAP
ASMDs for Coo@dnawk.

Northern HarrieThe ASM&for
northern harrieustinclude
establishment of an impact avoida
area (90€bot or maximum possible
within thpreserve) around active
nests.

In addition, the preserve managen
coordination group shall coordinat
efforts to manage for wintering no
harrierdoraging habitat within the
MSCP preserves.

The overall projeaiuld beonsistent,
with the MSC3AP ASMDOer
northern harrigarough compliance
withregulations protecting sensitiy
nesting birds and raptors, includir
CFGC and MBTA

Whenever possible, project
construction activities would be
conductedutsidehe breding seaso
of sensitive wildlife species. If
construction is required to be
conducted during the breeding se
of sensitive wildlife, and suitable h
is present within or adjacent to the
facility segment planned for
maintenance, appropriate mesasur
woulde taken to reduce impacts t
level below significant.

The project isquiredo conform wit
the MSCBAPandASMDsor
covered species, includioighern
harrie(MM BIQ). Further, the proje
would beequiredlo be in complianc
with reglations protecting sensitivi
nesting birds and raptors, includir
CFGC and MBTA.

Therefore, the projgould ban
compliance with this MSCP SAP
ASMDs for northern harrier.

WanderingSkipper ASMDs for
wandering skippeusinclude
measure to control exotic weeds g
invertebrate predators (where
appropriate) and control access tg
saltmarsh habitat

The overall projegiuld beonsistent
with the MSCFAP ASMDOer
wandering skippsémce itvould
include both restoration and expa
of tidal marshland habitatxandd
include management measures to
reduce detrimental edge effects, §
asinvasive species introduction,
unauthorized public accasd
domestic pet predation.

Any plant species installed within
feet of the MHPA shall comply wit
Landscape Regulations (LDC 142
and pefable 14P4F, Revegetation
and Irrigation Requirements) and
noninvasive.

In addition, the projgotldnclude
the restoratiarf the existing Camplg
site, which currently contains a hig

number of invasive ornamental sp,

The project isquiredo conform wit
the MSCBAPandASMD¢or
covered species, inclugdingdering
skippe(MM BIQ).

Habitathancement activities wou
be conductextcordance with the
City® Municipal Coq@DBGCity of
San Diego 20d)8and theCitys
Municipal Codieand Development
Codé Landscape Standards (City
San Diego 2@, within thhabitat
restoration aretadreat and remove
any invasive species present in th
reserve and MHPA (MM3310

Compliance with tM&CP SARhe
San Diego RWQCB Municipal Per
the Cit§s Stormwater Standards
Manual (City of San Diego 2012a)
NPDES regulatiarsd mitigation
measurefMM Bl and MM BI§)
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Table 4. Proposed Project Consistency Determination with Multiple Species

Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Management Directives and Area-
Specific Management Directives

MSCRSAPDiIrectives Applicability Implementation
to natural marshland habitat. The | would be implemented to avoid an
project also proposes to conduct | unauthorized intrusion and to redu
enhancement activities within the | direct and indirect impacts to MHF
MHPA, whiatouldreat and remove| habitats.
invasive plant gpes that have
established within the MHPA bour Therefore, the projsould bén

in the KFMR/NWP. compliance with this MSCP SAP
ASMDs for wandering skipper.

Notes: ASMD = area-specific management directive; CFGC = California Fish and Game Code; KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh
Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve; LDC = Land Development Code; MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act; MHPA = Multi-Habitat
Planning Area; MSCP = Multiple Species Conservation Program; SAP = City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program
Subarea Plan; SDBG = Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines

3.33 Multi-Habitat Planning Area

The Cityds MHPA identifies afhard line boundary developed by the City in cooperation with the
wildlife agencies, property owners, developers, and environmental groups. Sections of the project
would be in and adjacent tbe MHPA (Figure 2). The MHPA identifies biological core resource
areas ad corridors targeted for conservation in which only limited development may occur. The
MHPA is considered an urban preserve that is constrained by existing or approved development
and is composed of habitat linkages connecting several large core aredostatf Mhe criteria

used to define core and linkage areas involve maintaining ecosystem function and processes,
including large animal movement. Each core area is connected to other core areas or to habitat
areas outside tHdHPA either through common badaries or through linkages. Core areas have
multiple connections to help ensure that the balance in the ecosystem will be maintained. Critical
habitat linkages between core areas are conserved in a functional manner with a minimum of 75
percent of the hatat within identified linkages conserved (City of San Diego 1997).

The western portion of the project area that occurs in the KFMR/NWP is in the MHPA (Figure 2).
Therefore, the projeatvould berequired to document compliance with t@&neral Planning
Policies and Design Guidelines in Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP, 8&BpplicableTable5, Multiple
Species Conservation Program Subarea Blaneral Planning Policies and Design Guidelines
Consistency Analysjsdemonstrates the projéetcompliance with the MSP SAP General
Planning Policies and Design Guidelines
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Table 5. Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Planning

Policies and Design Guidelines Consistency Analysis

General Planning Policies dpesign

Section 1.4.2 of theS@P SAP

Guidelines

Analysis

Roads and UtilitigsConstruction and Maintenance Policies

All proposed utility lines (e.g., S¢
water, etc.) should be designed
avoid or minimize intrusion into
MHPA. These facilities should &
routed through developed or
developing areas rather than th|
MHPA, where possible. If no otl
routing is feiade, then the lines
should follow previously existing
roads, easements, rightgay and
disturbed areas, minimizing hal;
fragmentation.

The project has been designed to follow existing developed and distu
the maximum extent practitableid intrusion into the MHPA, where fe.
Impacts would potentially occur within and directly adjacent to MHPA
would result in unauthorized intrusion into MHPA habitats. However, :
with tht1SCP SARhe San Diego RWQCB Murepait, the @ty
Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDE
and mitigation measures (MK &h@ MM BE) would be implemented to
avoid any unauthorized intrusion and to reduce direct and indirect imj
MHPA hatats. Therefore, the prejectd ba&n compliance with this MSCP
SAPPlanning Policy

All new development for utilities
facilities within or crossing the N
shall be planned, designed, loc;i
and constructed to minimize
environmental impacts. All such
activities must avoid disturbing 1
habitat of MSCP covered speci
and wetland$.avoidance is

infeasible, mitigation will be req

The project has been designed to follow existing developed and distu
the maximum extent feasible but could result in potential impacts to w
resources as discussed in Sectiasl@3!. Wetlands would be avoided
extent feasible, in each of the project areas with the exceptions of poi
to open water and eelgrass beds from placement of fill material for th
expanded marshland habitat; potential imypaathern coastal salt marsh
panne, mudflat, tidal channel, and open water from hydrologic restorz
in KFMR/NWP. Impacts to disturbed freshwater marsh and natural flc
would result from proposed undergrounding oictienpirdtannel in the
MBTAG area.

These potential impacts would be mitigated in accordance with the S|
San Diego 28) (MM B3 through MM B3) The project would comply
theMSCP SAFhe San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permi§ erityater
Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulation
standard BMPs specifically related to reducing impacts to wetlands a
SAPcovered species from dust, erosion, runoff, introduction of invasiv
and hydroaastic effects generated by construction activities would be
implementedherefore, the projeotild ben compliance with this MSEHP
Planning Policy

Temporary construction areas &
roads, staging areas, or permatr
access roads must not disturb
existing habitat unless determin
be unavoidable. All such activiti
must occur on existing agricultu
lands or in other disturbed area
rather than lnabitat. If temporary|
habitat disturbance is unavoidal
then restoration of, and/or mitig;
for, the disturbed area after proj
completion will be required.

The project has been designed to follow existing developed and distu
the marium extent feasible to avoid intrusion into the MHPA. Impacts
potentially occur in and directly adjacent to MHPA areas. However, ci
with thé1SCP SARhe San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permi§ the City
Stormwater Standards Manual (City idégtaR@2a), and NPDES regule
and mitigation measures (MK &h@ MM BE) would be implemented to
avoid any unauthorized intrusion and to reduce indirect impacts to Mt
Potential impacts to open water and eelgrass beds coulglaceundrurof
fill material for the proposed expanded marshland habitat to southern
marsh, salt panne, mudflat, tidal channel, and open water from hydro
restoration activities in KFMR/NWP. Impacts to disturbed freshwater
naturaflood channel would result from proposed undergrounding of th
jurisdictional channel in the MBTAG area. These potential impacts w«
mitigated in accordance with the SDBG (City of Sat&h)i@g/2BI3
through MM BED Therefore, the prajentd ben compliance with this MS
SAPPIlanning Policy
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Table 5. Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Planning
Policies and Design Guidelines Consistency Analysis

General Planning Policies dpesign

Guidelines
Section 1.4.2 of theS@P SAP Analysis
4 Construction and maintenance| All existing wildlife corridors would remain in place after implementa

activities in wildlife corridors m
avoid significant disruption of
corridor usage. Environmental
documents and mitigation
monitoring and reporting progr;
coveringuch development mus
clearly specify how this will be
achieved, and construction pla
must contain all the pertinent
information and be readily avai
to crews in the field. Training o
construction crews and field
workers must be conducted to
ensurehat all conditions are e
responsible party must be spec

projectand significant lelegm impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat
connectivity are not expkiteccur in these areas. The KFMR/NWP ¢
intersect the MHPA and contains sensitive habitat suitable for wildlii
and foraging. While project activities may temporarily disrupt wildlife
through the project area, the project is otatdetpkave a significant img.
on habitat linkage over thedongbecause the overall habitat quality o
existing corridors would increase as a result of project implementati
the project would provide overall enhancement ofweifdkiet m
opportunities throughout much of the project area by establishing ni
habitat in areas that were previously developed or underwater, whic
provide additional foraging habitat and cover for wildlife movement.
would complith thISCP SARhe San Diego RWQCB Municipal Per
the Cits Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), :
regulations, and mitigation measures would be implemented to redt
indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridorsZ iMNAMDBIC3
through MM BEDTherefore, the projeatild bén compliance with this
MSCP SAPIlanning Policy

5 Roads in the MHPA will be limi
to those identified in Communif
Plan Circulation Elements, colls
streets essential for area

circulation, and necessary
maintenance/emergency acces
roads. Local streets should not
cross the MHPA except where
needed taccess isolated
development areas.

Not applicablo roads are proposed in the MHPA.

6 Development of roads in canyq
bottoms should be avoided
whenever feasible.

Not applicablo canyons occur within the project area.

7 Where possible, roadsimthe
MHPA should be narrowed frol
existing design standards to
minimize habitat fragmentation
disruption of wildlife movement
breeding areas. Roads must b
located in lower quality habitat
disturbed areas to the extent
possible.

Not applicahNo roads are proposed in the MHPA.

8 For the most part, existing roac
and utility lines are considered
compatible use within the MHF

and therefore will be maintaine

Not applicablo existing roads or utilities occur in the portion ofithe |
the project area.
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Table 5. Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Planning
Policies and Design Guidelines Consistency Analysis

General Planning Policies dpesign
Guidelines

Section 1.4.2 of theS@P SAP

Analysis

Fencing, Lighting, and Signdgesign Guidelines

1 Fencing or other barriers will by
used where it is determined to
the best method to achieve
conservation goals and adjace
land uses incompatible with the
MHPA. For example, use chair
or cattle wire to direct wildlife tq
appropriate corridarssings,
natural rocks/boulders or split 1
fencing to direct public access
appropriate locations, and chai
link to provide added protectior
certain sensitive species or hal
(e.g., vernal pools).

Prior to construction activities, theduadifiitoring biologist shall supen
the placement of orange construction fencing or equivalent along th
disturbance adjacent to sensitive biological habitats and verify comg
any other proposed project conditions as showplogita Bonstructior
Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit. This task shall include flagging plant s
and delineating buffers to protect sensitive biological resources (e.g
plants, and wildlife, including nesting birds) prior to thesstadtioho@V
BIG1 and MM B{®). Further, the proyectild beequiretb be in
compliance with regulations protecting sensitive nesting birds and r:
including the CFGC and MBTA, and appropriate avoidance buffers
would be implementedegsiired. Therefore, the progdd ban
compliance with this MSBPDesign Guideline

2 Lighting shall be designed to a
intrusion into the MHPA and ef
on wildlife. Lighting in areas of
wildlife crossings should be of |
sodium or similghting. Signage
will be limited to access and lit
control and educational purpos

Nighttime construction is not expected for the project. However, in tl
nighttime construction is required, additional measures would be ne
ensure ghttime construction activity within undeveloped areas conte
adjacent to sensitive biological resources are minimized whenever {
nighttime lighting would be subject to City Outdoor Lighting Regulat
Section 142.0740. Thezefoe projeaould ban compliance with this M¢
SAPDesign Guideline

Materials Storad@esign Guideline

1 Prohibit storage of materials (e
hazardousr toxic, chemicals,

equipment) within the MHPA a
ensure appropriate storage pel
applicable regulations in any al
that may impact the MHPA,

especially due to potential leak]

During construction activities, the qualified monitoring bietwifjsirshall
writing on the Consultant Site Visit Record Forms that no trash stoc
dumping, fueling of equipment, storage of hazardous wastes or con
equipment/material, parkingther constructiefated activities should oc
adjzent to the MHPA or other sensitive habitat-@yIMIt&i§2 activities
shall only occur within the designated staging area located outside 1
and in accordance with a pkbjaietr Pollution Control édaeloped in
accordance with the&#yom Water Standards. Therefore, theygooiket!
bein compliance with this MS&Design Guideline

Flood ContrdDesign Guidelines

1 Flood control should generally
limited to existing agreements v
resource agencies unless
demonstrated to be needed bag
on a cost benefit analysis and
pursuant to a restoration plan.
Floodplains within the MHPA, a
upstream from the MHPA if fea
should remain in a natural cond
and configuration in order to allg
the ecologicgkological,
hydrological, and other natural

processes to remain or be restc

Not applicable. The project does not propose artificial flood control i
The project would restore an existing area of disturbed land in the K
and within the MHPA boundary to natural marshland habitat.
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Table 5. Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan General Planning
Policies and Design Guidelines Consistency Analysis

General Planning Policies dpesign

Guidelines
Section 1.4.2 of theS@P SAP Analysis
2 No berming, channelization, or| Not applicable. The project does not propose the instillation of berm

manmade constraints or barrie| orhumanmade constraints or barriers within theTiel PAaject would
creek, tributary, or river flows | restore an existing area of disturbed land in the KFMR/NWP and wi
should be allowi any floodplaiji MHPA boundary to natural marshland habitat.

within the MHPA unless review
by all appropriate agencies, an
adequately mitigated. Review I
include impacts to upstream ar
downstream habitats, flood floy
volumes, velocities and
configurations, water availabilit
and changes the water table
level.

3 No riprap, concrete, or other | Not applicable. The project does not propose the ingpitigtiotootrete

unnatural material shall be use| or other unnatural materials within the TVl Baject would restore an

stabilize river, creek, tributary, | existing area of disturbed land in the KFMR/NWP and within the MF
channel banks within the MHP/ boundary to natural marshland habitat.

River, stream, and channel bai
shall be natural, and stabilized
where neessary with willows an
other appropriate native plantir]
Rock gabions may be used wh
necessary to dissipate flows ar
should incorporate design featt
to ensure wildlife movement.

Notes: CFGC = California Fish and Game Code; KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve; LDC = Land
Development Code; MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act; MBTAG = Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course;
MHPA = Multi-Habitat Planning Area; MSCP = Multiple Species Conservation Program; NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; SAP = City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation
Program Subarea Plan; SDBG = Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines

3.34 Multi-Habitat Planning Area Land Use Adjacency Guidelines

Land uses adjacent ty within the MHPAwould be managed to ensure minimal impacts to the
MHPA. Considerationvouldbe given to good planning principles in relation to adjacent land uses.
The MHPA Land Use Adjacency GuidelindJAGs) will be incorporated into the applicable
future sitespecific projet permits during the development review phasehef project. The

LUAGs address the issues of drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, barriers, invasive species, brush
management, and grading/development.

A portion of the projectvould occurin the MHPA therdore, the projectwould berequired to
document compliance with thHaJAGs. Table6, Project Consistency Determination with Multi
Habitat Planning AreaUAGSs, documents the projestcompliance with the MHPRUAGS.
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Table 6. Project Consistency Determination with Multi-Habitat Planning Area Land Use

Adjacency Guidelines

MHPA Adjacency Guidelines
Section 1.4.3 of the MSERP

Applicability

Implementation

DrainageAll new and proposed
parking lots and developed areas
and adjacent to the preserve musi
drain directly into the MHPA. Al
developed and paved areas must
prevent the release of toxins,
chemicals, petroleum products, ex
plant materials and o#iements tha
might degrade or harm the natura
environment or ecosystem proces
within the MHPA.

Ground disturbance for the project
adjacent to the MHPA would consist
conversion of developed land (i.e.,
Campland) to marshland habitat ang
reduceunoff potential into the presen
Consistent with the City Storm Wate
Standards, ptenstruction drainage,

which flows toward the MHPA, shalll
minimized through the expansion of
marshland habitat and conversion of
impermeable surfaces, (mged ads,

etc.) adjacent to the preserve throug
restoration of the existing Campland

Only restoration and enhancement
activities would occur directly adjace
the MHPA. No new development wc
located directly adjacent to the MHP.
upon compien of the final built projec
addition, at the conclusion of the pro,
the expanded marshland habited
provide a reduction of runoff potentie
the preserve.

Prior to construction, the MHPA bot
and the limits of ground disturbance
woud be clearly delineated on the
construction documents and survey
the construction contractor, with
supervision by the qualified monitor
biologist (MM EXD

The projeetould beequiretb be in
compliance with MECP SARhe San
Diego RWQGBunicipal Permit, the3C
Stormwater Standards Manual (City
Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulatia
Therefore, the projgould ban
compliance with tliSCFSAP
LUAG.

Toxics:Land uses, such as recreal
and agriculture, that use chemical
generate Ryroducts such as manu
that are potentially toxic or impact
wildlife, sensitive species, habitat,
water quality need to incorporate
measures to reduce impactedadus
the application and/or drainage of
materials into the MHPA.

No hazardous construction materi
storageshoulde allowed adjacent t
the MHPA (including fuel or sedim
and any drainage from the constrt
site must be clear of such rmlateri
The proposed expanded marshlar
habitatvouldurther provide water
quality benefit and reduce runoff
potential into MHE&Nsistent with th
City Storm Water Standards, existin
previously legal drainage that flows t
the MHPA shallb@imized.

All project constructemeagproposed
for staging, storage of equipment
materials, trash, equipment
maintenance, and other constructi
related activitie®uld be required tc
belocated on previously developel
land and away fromNhePA
preserve boundamycompliance witt
theMSCP SARhe San Diego
RWQCB Municipal Permit, thi Cit
Stormwater Standards Manual (Ci
San Diego 2012a), and NPDES
regulation3 herefore, the project
would b compliance with MBCP
SAPLUAG.

Lightng: Lighting of all developed
areas adjacent to the MHPA shoy
directed away from the MHPA. W|
necessary, development should
provide adequate shielding with r
invasive plant materials (preferab
native), berming, and/or other
methods to prot¢iee MHPA and
sensitive species from night lighti

If night work is required adjacent
the MHPA, all lightemgulde
shielded away from the preserve.
permanent lighting is proposed
adjacent to the MHPA in the final
projectand the existitight effect or
the MHP#voulde reduced througlk
the restoration of the Campland g
marshland habitat.

Nighttime construction is not expe
for the project. However, in the e\
nighttime construction is required
additional measures would be
necasary to ensure nighttime
construction activity within
undeveloped areas containing or
adjacent to sensitive biological
resources are minimized whenev:
feasible. Any nighttime lighting w

Biological Resources Technical Report

28

De Anzalaturahmendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan

March203



Table 6. Project Consistency Determination with Multi-Habitat Planning Area Land Use

Adjacency Guidelines

MHPA Adjacency Guidelines
Section 1.4.3 of the MSERP

Applicability

Implementation

be subject to City Outdoor Lightin
Regulations per LDC Section
142.0740rherefore, the projsould
bein compliance with MBCFSAP
LUAG.

Noise:Uses in or adjacent to the
MHPA should be designed to min
noise impacts. Berms or walls shq
be constructed adjacent to commg
areas, recreational areas, and any
other use that may introduce nois¢
that could impact or interfere with
wildlife tilization of the MHPA.
Excessively noisy uses or activitie
adjacent to breeding areas must
incorporate noise reduction meas
and be curtailed during the breedi
season of sensitive species. Ade(
noise reduction measures should
be incorporatdor the remainder of
the year.

Construction within and adjacent t
suitable habitat fightfooted
Ridgwaf rail, California least tern,
Beldin@ savannah sparrow during
breeding seasons for these specig
would be avoided to the extentléed
However, should construction nee
occur during the breeding season
noise monitoring would be condug
and if necessary, temporary soun
walls, buffers, or other sound
attenuating devices or techniques
would be used in areas of concerr,
reduce oiserelated impacts.

No longerm noise generating land
uses are proposed within or adjac
the MHPA and the final built proje
would result in reduced noise imp
to the MHPA letegm since it would
convert the existing Campland sit¢
marshland habitat.

The projectisquireto conform with
the MSCBAPandASMDgor
covered species, incluligigfooted
Ridgwa® rail, California least tern,
Belding savannah sparrolurther,
future sitepecifiprojecwould be
requiredo be in compliance with
regulations protecting sensitive ne
birds and raptors, including the CF
and MBTAherefore, the project
would bé compliance with MBCP
SAPLUAG.

BarriersNew development adjace
the MHPA may be required vidpro
barriers (e.g., nmvasive vegetatior
rocks/boulders, fences, walls, and
signage) along the MHPA bounda
to direct public access to appropri
locations and reduce domestic an
predation.

The project areas thatétien or
adjacent tbe MHPA would consist of
conversion of developed land (i.e.,
Campland) to marshland habitat ang
include permanent fencing as neces|
direct public access and reduce don
animal predation on wildlife.

The project has been designed to
incorpate the installation of
permanent fencing as needed bas
on the discretion of the Mission Bz
senior park rangerdirect public
access to appropriate locations,
prevent unauthorized intrusion intc
MHPA, and reduce domestic anirr
predation on wikelli

InvasivesNo invasive noative
plant species shall be introduced i
areas adjacent to the MHPA.

Plant species installed within 100
of the MHPA shall comply with the
Landscape Regulations (LDC 142
and pefable 14P4F, Revegetation
andirrigation Requirements) and b
non invasive. The project would
restore the existing Campland sitg
native marshland habitat and thus
reduce potential for invasives,
particularly ornamentals, from
spreading into the MHPA.

Theconstructiarontractor sta
permanently revegetate all gradec
disturbed, or eroded native habitai
areas that would not be permaner
paved or covered by structures in
accordance with @& Municipal
CodeSDB@Gnd Landscape
Regulations (City of San [26g8a,
2012h)andtheCitys Municipal Cqde
Land Development Godandscape
Standards (City of San Diej220
(MM BIG).
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Table 6. Project Consistency Determination with Multi-Habitat Planning Area Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines

MHPA Adjacency Guidelines
Section 1.4.3 of the MSERP Applicability Implementation

Enhancement activities would be
conductenhaccordance with Dies
Municipal Cod@DBQCity of San
Diego 20H} and theCitys Municipal
Code Land Development @ode
Landscape Standards (City of Sar
Diego 2m2h, within the habitat
restoration arestreat and remove
any invasive species present in th
reserve andithin or adjacent to the
MHPA (MM BBD

Brush Managemerfewresidential | The project areas thatdjacent to the| Not applicable.
development located adjacent to § MHPA would consist of conversion ¢
topographically above the MHPA | developed land (i.e., Campland) to
along canyon edges) must be set| marshland habitat and would not reg
from slope edges to incorporate Z| brush management.
brush management areas on the
development pad andsidehe

MHPA.

Grading/Land Development: No manufactured slopes are asso| Atproject submittilfure sitepecific
Manufactured slopes associated v with the proposed praethe projectsvoulcheed to demstrate
site development shall bededlu programmatic level of analysis consistenayith Section 1.4.3 of the
within the development footprint fg MSCP SARN particular grading/lar
projects within or adjacent to the development, as applicable
MHPA.

Notes: ASMD = area-specific management directive; CFGC = California Fish and Game Code; LUAGs = Land Use Adjacency
Guidelines; MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act; MHPA = Multi-Habitat Planning Area; MSCP = Multiple Species Conservation Program;
SAP = City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan

3.35 City of San Diego Biology Guidelines

The City of San Diego DevelopmengiSices Department developed tBBBG presented in the

Land Developmemnnanualio aid in the implementation and interpretation of tB& Eegulations,

LDC, Chapter 14, Division 1, Section 143.0101 et seq., and the Open Space Residerfiial) (OR
Zone, Chater 13, Division 2, Section 131.0201 et sggity of San Diego 208a). The SDBG

also provide standards for the determination of impact and mitigation under CEQA and the CCA.
Biological technical report supplemental guidelines were provided in teu@late of the 2P

SDBG. Sensitive biological resources, as defined byE® regulations, include lands in the
MHPA, as discussed in SectiBr8.3 Multi-Habitat Planning Areaof this report, as well as other
landsoutsidethe MHPA that contain wetlands; vegetation communities classifiable as Tier I, Il,
[IIA, or 1lIB; habitat for rare, threatened, or endangered speciggroswendemic species.

The Cityés definition of wethnds is broader than the definition applied byWSACE The City
uses the criteria listed in Section 320.4(b)(2) ofulsACE General Regulatory Policies (33 CFR
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3201 330) to apply an appropriate buffer around wetlands that serves to protect the fandtion
value of the wetland. Guidelines that supplement the development regulation requirements
described in this section are provided in the SDBG (City of San DiegdR0l& jurisdictional
delineationconducted in the projearea surveyed a 0ot buffer from the proposed impact area,

and there are resources within this buffer located within the Coastal Overlay Zone (COZ) that
would be considered wetlands atiderefore would require adherence to the applicable COZ
wetland buffer regulations (City of Bdiego 2A8a). According to the SDBG, a wetland buffer

is an area surrounding a wetland that helps protect the function and value of the adjacent wetland
by reducing physical disturbangeovides a transition zone where one habitat phases into another
and acts to slow flood waters for flood and erosion control, sediment filtration, water purification,
and groundwater recharge (City of San Diegb8p Within the COZ, wetland buffers should be

a minimum of 100 feet wide (as determined on a-tgsease hsis in consultation witthe
CDFW, USFWS, andJSACE) adjacent to a wetland. The width of the buffer is determined by
factors such athetype and size of development, sensitivity of the wetland resource to edge effects,
topography, and need fapland transition (City of San Diego 28). The SDBG (City of San
Diego2018&) also ranks upland habitat values by rarity and sensitivity. The most sensitive habitats
are Tier |, and the least sensitive are Tier IV. The varying mitigation ratios anceraquis that
mitigation be either ixtier or inkind are based on the sensitivity of the habitat being affected
provided in Table 3 of the SDBG (City of San Diego 2818/itigation ratios for impacts to
sensitive habitatarealsodeterminé based orthe relationshipbetweenmpacs and mitigation
relative to their location inside or outside the MHPA boundary.

3.3.6 City of San Diego Land Development Code Regulations —
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations

The ESL regulations in Chapter 14, Article 3, Dswon 1 (Section 143.0101), of the G&yL.DC

(City of San Diego 208a) are intended to ensure that development, including but not limited to
coastal development in the COZ, occurs in a manner that protects the overall quality of specific
natural resourcess defined in the Citg LDC, and is consistent with sound resource conservation
principles and the rights of private property owners. These regulations and accompanying
guidelines for biological resources, steep hillsides, Special Flood Hazard Areasaatal bluffs

and beaches are intended to serve as standards for the determination of impacts and mitigation
under the CEQA Statute and Guidelines and the CCA. Development on a site containing ESL
requires a Site Development Permit in accordance with 5B&ion 125.0502.

3.3.7 City of San Diego General Plan

The project is in the City anthereforeis subject to the goals and policies in the &Git§eneral
Plan(City of San Diego 2018. The Cityé General Plan was adopted in March 2008 and was
most recently amended in June 2018. Titgds General Plan provides policy guidance to balance
the needs of a growing city while enhancing the quality of life for current and future San Diegans.
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It includesthe City of Villages strategywhich outlines how the City can enhance its many
communities and neighborhoods as growth occurs over timeCityts General Plan contairi®
Elementsthat provide a comprehensiblueprind for the Cityds growth over the ext 20 plus
years. As showon theCity General Plahand Use Mip (Figure LU2), the projecareais in an
area designated as Park, Open Spao@Recreation.

The Cityés General Plaklementsapplicable to biological resources in fhreject areanclude the
Conservation and Recreation Elemeiitshle7, City of San Diego General Plan Conservaaod
RecreationElemens Consistency documents the projdst consistency with thepplicable

Consevationand Recreatioilemensdgoals and policies.

Table 7. City of San Diego General Plan Conservation and
Recreation Elements Consistency

Goal/Policy |

ProposedProject

Conservation Element

B. Open Space and Landform Preservation Goal:
Preservation and kbegn management of the natural
landforms and open spaces that help make San Dig
unique.

Consistent: The projechiglBPMRmendment that wot
provide for the preservation, expansion, restoration,
enhancement of natural lamdfand open spaces. The
project includes enhancement and restoration withir
owned portions of the existing KFMR/NWP and the
expansion of wetlands currently occupied by Campl
project would follow the MBPMP recommendation o
replacing the ekigi Campland area with expanded
marshland/habitat area, which would include a coml|
of mudflats, wetlands, and upland habitats.

Policy CB.1:

Protect and conserve the landforms, canyon lands,
spaces that: define the@Qijpan form; piee public
views/vistas; serve as core biological areas and wilg
linkages; are wetlands habitats; provide buffers with
between communities; or provide outdoor recreatiof
opportunities.

ConsistenRefer toesponse to Goal B, Open Space &
Lardform Preservation Gregarding conservation of
landforms, open space, and wetland habitats.
Regarding preservation of core biological areas and
linkages,lleexisting wildlife corridors would remain in
after implementation optiegect. Further, the project w
provide an overall enhancement of wildlife moveme
opportunities throughout much of the project area b
establishing native wetland habitat in areas that wer
previously developed, disturbed, or underwater, whi
provide additional foraging habitat and cover for wilc
movement.

Policy CB.4:

Limit and control runoff, sedimentation, and erosion
during and after construction activity.

Consistenthe project isMBPMRmendment that
includes policies tppart the creation and restoration
wetlandsmplementation of water quality protection
measures, such as water quality detention/swaladr:
implementation of BMP& project wolde in complianc
with thtMSCP SARhe San Diego RWQCB Muhnicipa
Permit, the GityStormwater Standards Manual (City
Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulatiensure the contre
of polluted runoff, sedimentation, and erosion during
constructioRuture activities consistent with the proje
would implement thessasures ammblicies and be
consistent with this goal.
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Table 7. City of San Diego General Plan Conservation and
Recreation Elements Consistency

Goal/Policy

ProposedProject

C. Coastal Resources Goals:
Coastal resource preservation and enhancement.

Clean coastal waters by continuing to improve the g
ocean outfall discharges.

ConsistenRefer to thesponseto GoaB, Open Space
and Landform Preservation &uiteneral PldPolicy
CEB.lregarding the preservation and enhancement
coastal resourcdhe proposed project has beenetksi
to incorporate water quatityancing features along the
outer perimeter of developed areas to treat stormwe
runoff before flowing into nearby water bodies.

Policy CE.1:

Protect, preserve, restore, and enhance important g
wetlands and litl (tide pools, lagoons, marine cany
for conservation, research, and limited recreational

Consistent: Refer to the responSemig Open Space
and Landform Preservation Go&eretal PldPolicy
CEB.1 regarding the preservatigorationand
enhancementarfastal wetlands and habitat. The proj
would also maintain the existing University of Califol
Diego Biological Research Field Statiomfieility
northwestern corner of the KFMR/NWP, which allow
study and erpretation of the local environment, focu
the estuarine and bay habitats of Mission Bay.

Policy CE.2:

Control sedimentation entering coastal lagoons and
from upstream urbanization using a watershed man
approach that is integraterlocal community and lang
use plans

Consistent: Refer to the resgo@eneral Pldpolicy CE
B.4

Policy CE.3:

Minimize alterations of cliffs and shorelines to limit
downstream erosion and to ensure that sand flow n
replenishes beaches.

Consistent: Refer to the respor3eneral PldpPolicy CE
B.4

Policy CE .4:

Manage wetland areas as described in Section H, V
for natural flood control and preservation of landforn

Consistent: Refer to the respo@eneral PldPolicy CE
B.4

Policy CE.5:

Limit the use of beaches and shorelines to appropri
coastal dependent and coe@mted
recreational/educational uses as identified in local
coastal/community plans.

Consistent: Refer to the respgo®aB, Open Space
and Landform Preservation Goal

Policy CE.6:

Implement watershed management practices desig
reduce runoff and improve the quality of runoff disch
into coastal waters

Consistent: Refer to the resgo@eneral PldPolicy\CE
B.4

Policy CB.3.d:

Improve and maintain urban runoff water quality thr
implementation of starateprotection measures

Consistent: Refer to the respo@eneral PldPolicy CE
B.4

G. Biological Diversity Goal:

Preservation of healtligiphically diverse regional
ecosystems and conservation of endangered, threa
and key sensitive species and their habitats.

Consistent: Refer to the respgo®aB, Open Space
and Landform Preservation Gualprojeegtould
implement mitigatioeasures to reduce potential impe
to sensitive plant and wildlife species and their habit
BIG1 through MM B1Q).
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Table 7. City of San Diego General Plan Conservation and
Recreation Elements Consistency

Goal/Policy

ProposedProject

Policy C5.1:

Preserve natural habitats pursuant to th&MSCP
preserve rare plants and animals to the maximum e
practicable, and manage alb®itgd native habitats to
ensure their lotgym biological viability.

Consistent: Refer to the respo@malG, Biological
Diversity Goal

H. Wetlands Goals:

Preservation of San Di#egoh biodiversity dumditage
through the protection and restoration of wetland re

Preservation of all existing wetland habitat in San D
through &o net logmpproach.

Consistent: Refer to the respgo®aB, Open Space
and Landform Preservation Qualpojectvoulde in
compliance with all federal, state, and local regulatic
applicable tbe protection of aquatic resources, inclu
wetlands, ®nsureno net loss ekisting wetlasds a
result of the project.

Policy CH.1:

Use awatershed planning approach to preserve and
enhance wetlands.

Consistent: Refer to the respomal HWetland&oal

Policy CH.7:

Encourage site planning that maximizes the potenti
biological, historic, hydrological and land use benefi
wetlads.

Consistent: Refer to the respdn&®alG, Biological
Diversity GoahdGoal HWetland&oal

Recreation Element

Policy R1A.3:

Take advantage of recreational opportunities presel
the natural environment, in parbealeln/ocean access
and open space.

ConsistenThe project would enhance recreational

amenities in the project area through the constructic
multiuse pathways with designated viewing areas ar
overlooks. The project would also include natural re
areas and expanded regional parklandnaldaiitienities
would include a sandy beach area, boat rental facilit
lowcost visitor guest accommodations, surface park
associated open space and camping facilities, such
shelters and restrooms. The project would also retal
exiging active recreational uses north of the project .

Policy RE.1:

Protect existing parklands and open space from
unauthorized encroachment by adjacent developme
through appropriate enforcement measures.

ConsistentThe project would include apat®p
enforcement measures to protect the existing and p
open space areas and parklands and would be con:
with the CiliyMunicipal Code.

Policy RE .4:

Preserve all beaches for pobllycpurposes, including t
protection of sensitivethbbind species.

ConsistenThe project would include natural recreatit
areas, regional parkland, and a public beach and w
prioritize public access and connectivity between thi
and De Anza, including activation of the shoreline a
connectivitto adjacent uses. In addition, the project i
enhancement and restoration withinv@ésgt portions of
the existing KFMR/NWP and the expansion of wetla
currently occupied by Campland.

Policy RE.5:

Design parks to preserve, enhance, apdratedtems g
natural, cultural, or historic importance.

ConsistenThe project is a plan amendment related t
parkland within the MBPMP that includes policies to
preserve, enhance, and incorporate items of natural
or historadimportance.
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Table 7. City of San Diego General Plan Conservation and
Recreation Elements Consistency

Goal/Policy ProposedProject

Policy RE.7: Consistent: Refer to the respgo@eneral PldPolicy CE
Protect beaches and canyons from uncontrolled urh B.4

GoaF. Open Space Lands and ResBaseegl Parks ConsistenThe project area is considered a rebaseck
Goals: park in the Recreation Element of th&€itgral Plan.

An open space and rescbased park system that The project isa plan amendment that includes pO"C
provides for the preservation and management of n retain and enhance recreational facilities andsamira

resources, enhancement of outdoor recreation oppq Project area
and protection of the public health and safety.

Preservation of the natural terrain and drainage sys
San Died@® open space lands eegburcbased parks.

Policy RE.2: Consistentmplementation of the project would expat
Provide for sensitive development of recreation use| 0Pen space lands by remalémgloped areasd
and adjacent to @ityned open space lands. restorigit with a natural habitat area adjacent to the

KFMR/NWP habitat area. The projelct alsimclude
policies and plans to sensitively retain and enhance
recreation uses.

Policy RE .4: Consistenthe project would provide a balance of

Balance passive recreation needs of trail use with | preserved open space habitat areas and natural are

environmental preservation. serve as a passive recreation buffer, as well asa mi
path.

Policy RE.5: ConsistenSee consistency analysis response for Po

Utilize open space landsdtdoor recreation purposes| REC.5. Project design and associated mitigation a
when doing so is compatible with cultural, historic | consistent with the requirements of &Sy 8P
preservation and MSCP conservation goals and surl and th&&DBQJsee Sections 3.3.2 through 3.3.4)
land uses.

Notes: BMP = best management practices; KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve; MBPMP = Mission
Bay Park Master Plan; MSCP = Multiple Species Conservation Program; NPDES = National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System; RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board; SAP = City of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program
Subarea Plan

3.3.8 Mission Bay Park Master Plan

The projectareais within the boundaries of Mission Bay Péarla regional park that serves the
residents of and visitors to San Diego. The MBPMP was adopted on August 22d®94s most
recently amendedn November 23, 202with the Fiesta Island Amendme(iity of San Diego

2021). The MBPMP serves as thecal Coastal Prograiior this area of the City. The project is
subject to the goals and recommendations established in the MBPMP, and thewwojddtte
incorporated into the MBPMP as an amendment. MIB€MP recommends that tipgojectarea

should serve regional recreation needs, incluiimgcost visitor guest accommodatiqiivs and

other lowcost camping facilities); improve the p&kvater quality, including creating additional
wetlands; facilitatdydrologic improvements to safeguard the viability of marsh areas; provide a
waterfront trail, viewing areas, and other passive recreational features to enhance public use of the
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project area; ensure leaseholds support the Mission Bay recreation useveinygcess to
recreational uses; and improve play areas for regional recreational needs.

A portion of theprojectarea is designated as the De Anza Special Study Area (SSA). The SSA
designation recommends informed analysis of the disposition of the laad ba future market
conditions, potential developer proposals, lease termination or renegotiation conditions, recreation
needs, and potential environmental mitigation requirements. Therefore, the De Anza SSA is
currently envisioned in the MBPMP as a flehel planning areaand the project would implement

the direction of the MBPMP to study and propose new uses that comply with the given guidelines
within the SSA. The development criteria specific to the De Anza SSA currently allows for up to
50 acres ofow-cost visitor guest accommodatiomgter quality improvement, wetland creation,
implementation of hydrologic improvements, enhancement of public use of the area, waterfront
trail, and viewing areas along the shoreline.
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Section 4 Methods

Before thebiologicalresource surveyswere performegdsensitive biological resourcpseviously
observedandthosewith potential to occum theprojectareawere identified through a review of
existing maps, literature andports fromother biological studies conductedthe projectarea,
and sensitive species occurrence databases.

4.1

Literature Review

The following databases and publicatiowere reviewedeforethe biological resource surveys
wereconducted

=4 =4 =4 4 4 -5 5 2 -5 9 2

= =4

Calflora Database (Calflora 28R

CNPSInventory of Rare and Endangered Pld@&IPS 203)

CDFW Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS) (CDF\8a202
CDFW California Natural Diversity Database (CDFW 30p

City of San Diego MSCBAP (City of San Diego 1997)

Mission Bay PariNatural Resource Management Plan (City of San Diego 1990)
MBPMP (City of San Diego 2P1)

City& Municipal CodeSDBG(City of San Diego 208a)

San Diego County Bird Atlas (Unigt al.2004)

SanGIS SanBIOS database (SanGIS3202

UC San DiegdNatural Resery System Species Lists for Kendghost MarshJC San
Diego2010)

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey (USDA 2D2

USFWS National Wetlands Inventory Wetlands Mapper (USFWS&02

USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (USFWS3BD2

Previous biological studies conducted in the project area were also reviewed and include the following:

T

4.2

Spatial Distribution and Habitat Assessment Rdnoquina errans(Lepidoptera:
Hesperiidae) in San Diego County, Califor(izreer 2014)

Status and Disifoution of the LightFootedRidgwayis (Clapper) Rail in California
(Zembal et al. 2015a

A Survey of the Belding Savannah Sparrowdsserculus sandwichensis beld)ngi
California(Zembal et al. 2015b)

General Biological Surveys

Harris biologists conductedwo general biological reconnaissance sus/ey walking transects
throughout the projecareaon July 1, 2022 and October 202022 During the surveys, the
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biologistsconfirmed previouslymagedvegetation communities, documedbbserveglantand
wildlife species, and evaluat¢he potential for occurrence of sensitive plant and wildlife species.
Table8, Surveys Conducted and Studies Reviewed for the Progshll surveys conductedand
species studs reviewedfor the project with dates, location of survey, and personnel who
performed the survey.

Table 8. Surveys Conducted and Studies Reviewed for the Project

Date | Personnel | Focus ‘ Location
Vegetation Mapping, Jurisdictional Delineation, and Field Reconnaissance
2016 ESA Vegetation and land use mappii Northerportiorof KFMR
jurisdictiondklineation
2/12/2016 Nordby Biologicaksources reconnaissal Projecarea
Biological
Consultiig
2/15/2016 AECOM Biologicaksources reconnaissa| KFMR
Nordby
Biological
Consultiig
4/27/2016 AECOM Desktopnalysis jurisdictional Projecarea
assessment
11/15/2018 Dudek Jurisdictiondelineation Mission Bay Golf Course
71112022 Harris Vegetatiomapping confirmation | Projecarea
survey
10/20/2022 Harris Generabiological resources sury Projecarea
Ridgwa Rail Focused Surveys
2/23/201%/30/2015; | Zembadl Ridgwagrail focused surveys KFMR
2/22/201®%/25/2016
Beldings Savannah Sparrow Focused Surveys
4/11/201%/6/2015 Zembdl Belding savannah sparrow focuj KFMR
surveys

Wandering Skipper Focused Surveys

20102012 Greet ‘ Wanderinskipper focused surve% KFMR
Eelgrass Focused Surveys

10/2/2018 Dudek Eelgrasdive surveys Mission Bay and De Anza @eae
waters

10/2/2018 Dudek Eelgrasdive swveys De Anza Cowaeeca waters

10/3/2018 Dudek Eelgrasdive sweys Mission Bay and De Anza @eae
waters

10/09/2018 Dudek Eelgrasdive swveys Mission Bay and De Anza @ewee
waters

10/10/2018 Dudek Eelgrasdive swreys Mission Bay and De Anza @eze
waters

11/6/2018 Dudek Eelgrassonar sweys De Anza Coweea waters

11/6/2018 Dudek Eelgraskayak sweys De Anza Coweea waters

Notes:EESA = Environmental Science Associates; KéindRIErost Marsh Reserve
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1 Thefocused survey report conducted by ABQAby§, Biological ConsukindEnvironmental Science Assodizidsi€ included
in AECOM (2016).

2 The focused survey report for Riigaibgonducted by Zembatisded in Zembal et al. (2015a) and Zembal et al. (2016).

3 The focused survey report for the Besfaliagnah sparrow conducted by Zembal is included in Zembal et al. (2015b).

4 The focused survey report for the wandering skipper conductethbly@edn Geer (2014).

The Harris 2022 biological surveys were conducted in accordance with tige Gitidelines for
Conducting Biological Surveys (City of San Diegol28). Based on a review of the methods
providedin the focused protocol survey regmrstate or federal focused survey protocols were
followed when appropriatend necessary

Discussions of the 2022 surveys and previous surveys conductedonojgetarea are provided
in the following subsections.

42.1 Vegetation and Land Cover Type Mapping

Vegetation communitiewere previously mapped durifgological studies of the project area in
2016 byEnvironmentalScience AssociatgESA), AECOM, andNordby Biological Consulting
During the 2016 studies, biologists surveyed transects WKIRMR/NWP to establish elevation
gradients and subsequent upper and lower limits of the vegetation communities.

During the July 2022 survey to confirm previous vegetation community and land cover type
mapping, Harridiologists usedseographic InformationyStems (GIS) aerial maps connected to
an iSXBlue Il Global Positioning System (GR8geiverfor maximum accuracyl he limits of the
previously mapped vegetation communities and land cover typesisemonfirmedvisually by
walking meandering transedtsrough theprojectarea (where accessible) and comparing habitat
designations labeled on the GBSabled GIS aerial maps to the habitat types observed in the field.
As adopted in the SDBG (City of San Diego 20[18he vegetation community and landver

type mappingis in accordance witlihe Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural
Communities of California (Holland 1986) as modified by the County and noted in Draft
Vegetation Communities of San Diego County (Oberbauer et al. 20@8)sobsevedsupporting

less than 3Percennative plant species cover were mapped as distlasbdgdand areas supporting

at least 2(percentative plant species, but fewer thang@centative cover, were mapped as a
disturbed native vegetation community (edjsturbed freshwater marsh).

The eelgrass bedsa the project areawere mapped by Dudek in 2018he eelgrass surveys
categorized the habitat within and around the expected impact zones and other areas of Mission
Bay andincluded bathymetric surveys, scuba diving surveys, and kayak su@anfgmation of

the extent of the eelgrass bedapped in 208 was not undertakeduring the 2022 surveys.

4.2.2 Plant and Wildlife Species Observations (2022 Harris Surveys)

Wildlife identifications were made in the field directly through visual observation or indirectly
through call, burrow, track, or scat detectibatin and common names of animals follow Crother
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(2012) for reptiles and amphibians, American Ornithologicai&y (2018) for birds, Wilson and
Reeder (2005) for mammals, San Diego Natural History Museum (2002) for butterflies, and Moyle
(2002) for fish.

Plant and wildlife species observed during the surveys were recorded in field notebooks and sensitive
speciedocations were recorded in the GB&abled ArcGIS collector application. Complete lists of
observed plant and wildlife species are providefippendix B Species Observed.

Any sensitive plant and wildlife species documented during previous studies texdadhe
projectareabut not observed during the 2022 surveys were reviewed and included in the species
observed lists and discussions as deemed appropriate. The sources of these previous observations
are included iPAppendix Band the sensitive specidscussiongo differentiate them from the

2022 species observatioms.addition, theesults of thendependently conducted focused surveys

for Ridgways rail Rallus longirostris levipgs Beldings savannah sparrow, and wandering
skipperthat were conducted in the project area were reviewed for analysihefsensitive

species presence or potential to od@embal et al. 20152015b; Greer 2014).

In addition to species detected during the surveyspribjectarea was assessed foe thotential

of sensitiveplantand wildlife species to occur on site, which is presentesiiction 5.4, Sensitive
SpeciesDeterminations were made through assessment of habitat preferences, knowledge of local
and regional distributions, and review of goent literature and local recorded occurrences.

Plants unable to be identified in the field by the surveyors were collected and subsequently
identified using the Jepson Manual, Vascular Plants of California, Second Edition (Baldwin et al.
2012). Plant nmenclature follows the Checklist of the San Diego County Plant AABSNHM

2022) and Baldwin et al. (2012) where appropridden-native invasive plant species were
identified usingCalifornia Invasive Plant Cound California Invasive Plant Inventoratmg

criteria (CallPC 203).

4.2.3 Aquatic Resources Delineation

Due tothe programmatic focus of thisport,formalaquatic resources delineations were not conducted
in 2022. Instead, the results of theogramlevel delineatioa conducted for theroject area by
AECOM andNordby Biological Consultingh 2016and th€formal delineations conducted by ESA in
2016 and by Dudek in 2018 in the northern portion of KFMR/NWP were confibypedsual
identification of general resource baamiesduring the 2022 surveys

The delineations defined areas under CDFW jurisdiction pursuant to Sectiond@@®f the
CFGC underUSACE jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the federal CWA; under RWQCB
jurisdiction of RWQCB pursuant to CWA Segti@dl01 and PorteCologne; and wetlands defined
under the SDBG (City of San Diego 2@).8
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Section 114 of th€ityé Municipal Codedescribes specific development regulations pertaining to
sensitive biological resources, including wetlands. The&dgfintion of wetlands is broader than

the definition applied by th&JSACE The City regulates jurisdictional aquatic resources, or
fiwetlands) according to the SDBG (City of San Diegol28). The intention of the definition is to
differentiate uplands from wethds. Under the Cifg definition, wetlands can include vegetation
communities such as freshwater marsh, riparian forest, riparian scrub, or vernal pools. They may also
include areas that have hydric soil or wetland hydrology, but human activities hatedrasa lack

of hydrophytic vegetation (e.g., channelized streambeds) or recurring natural events (City of San Diego
20183). However, seasonal drainage patterns that are sufficient to etch the landscape (i.e.,
ephemeral/intermittent drainages) may not be sufficient to support wetg@etdent vegetation.
These types of drainages would not satisfy the&ityetland definition unless wetlawépendent
vegetation is either present in the drainage or lackingadpast human activities. Seasonal drainage
patterns may constitut@vaters of the United Statéswhich are regulated by tHdSACE and/or

CDFW (City of San Diego 208a). The City regulations include requirements for wetland buffers,
which typically are a mimum of 100 feet wide (as determined on a-d®sease basis in consultation

with the CDFW, USFWS, CCC, andSACE) adjacent to a wetland. The width of the buffer is
determined by factors suchtagtype and size of development, sensitivity of the wetl@source to

edge effects, topography, and need for upland transition (City of San DiEgg). 20

A formal aquatic resources delineati@port would be requiredfor all project impact areas and
submitted to the USACE for approval prior to project impletai@monce the project is finalized and

exact impact boundaries are knowheaquatic resources delineatiandreportwould berequired to

bein accordance with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual and 2008
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region
(Version 2.0\USACE 1987, 2008)

4.3  Survey Limitations

Plants and wildfe were identified by direct observation, vocalizations, or other observance
including tracks, scat, and other ssgimherefore, lists of observed species are not necessarily
comprehensive because species carodisidetheir blooming periods aridr in senescence,
nocturnal, secretive, or within the regigmdjectarea) seasonallyr during migration only and,
therefore, may not have been observed.

Some areas were not directly surveyed due to a lack of habitat (i.e., developed areas), and other
areas wereot accessible on foot (i.e., open water requiring use of a boat). These areas were either
not directly reviewed because of lack of habitat or were only able to be visually scanned rather
than walked.
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Section 5 Results

The results presented belogflectdata from surveys conductedthe projeciarea

5.1 Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types

The projectreas in the SouttrnCoast Ranges subregion of the California Floristic Provireggspn
Online2023). The vegetation classificatism thisreportconformto the Preliminary Descriptions of
the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 1986) as modified Iotinaty and noted
in Draft Vegetation Communities of San Diego County (Oberbauer et al. 2008).

A total of 13vegetation communities and land cover typese identified in the projectarea
(Figure 9, Vegetation Communitieand Land Cover Typg@sTables9a and 9b include the
vegetation communities, including sensitive communities (Tidf and wetlands), occurring in
the project area.

Table 9a. Wetland Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types in the
Project Area (Acres)

Project Component
Areas
General Vegetation SDBG _ KFMR De Anza| Existing
Type (Holland Vegetation Tier/ NWP | MBTAG| Cove | Campland Othe? | Tota#
Oberbauer Code) | Community | Wetlandl | (acres)| (acres)| (acres) (acres) | (acres)| (acres)
Disturbed Wetland Disturbed Wetland| o 0.@ o} o} o} 0.2
(Arundo) (11200) Wetland
Disturbed Freshwater | Freshwater | Wetland| o 038 o} o} o} 038
Marsh (52410) Marsh
Southern Coastal Salt| Salt Marsh | Wetland| 4564 o} o} 0.05 o} 45.69
Marsh (52120)
Open Water (64100) | Natural Flood Wetland| 0.18 0.51 5.12 o} 101.31] 107.12
Channél
Marine
Habitat
Eelgrass Beds (64122| Eelgrass bed Wetland| 2.83 o} 0.49 5.21 75.21 | 83.74
Tidal Channel (64112) Marine Wetland| 257 o} o} <0.01 o} 257
Habitat
Salt Panne (64300) | Salt Panne | Wetland| 1.11 o} o} o} o} 1.11
Mudflat (64300) Marine Wetland| 29.55 0.91 0.63 o} 3.64 | 3473
Habitat
Totab | 81.88 1.82 6.24 5.26 180.16| 275.%

Notes: KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve; MBTAG = Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic
Fields, and Golf Course

1 City Subarea Plan tiers and wetland identification are from the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a).
2 Other includes the segments of Mission Bay, Rose Creek, and Mission Bay Drive not included in project component areas.
3 Totals may not sum due to rounding.
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Table 9b. Upland and Other Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types in the
Project Area (Acres)

Project Compone#treas
General Vegetation Tyy ~ SDBG KFEMR De Anza| Existing
(HollandOberbauer Vegetation Tier/ NWP | MBTAG| Cove | Campland Othe? | Tota
Code) Community | Wetlandl | (acres)| (acres)| (acres) | (acres) | (acres)| (acres)
UplandCommunities
Southern Foredufhes Southern o} o} o}
(21230) Foredunes ! 135 S 135
Diegan Coastal Sage | Coastal Sage o} o} o} o}
Scrub(32500) Scrub . 2.38 2.38
NonNative Grassldnd | NonNative o} o} o} o}
(42200) Grassland s 0.04 0.04
Disturbed (11300) E;Srfgrbed v | 200 | 9 8 131 | & | 340
Other Land Cover Types
Developed (12000) E;Sntgrbed Y 0.88 | 61.65 | 96.91 | 4491 | 1833|2271
Totab | 6.74 | 61.65 96.91 4625 18.33 | 229.88

Notes: KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve; MBTAG = Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic
Fields, and Golf Course

1 City Subarea Plan tiers and wetland identification are from the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a).

2 Other includes the segments of Mission Bay, Rose Creek, and Mission Bay Drive not included in project component areas.
3 Totals may not sum due to rounding.

4 Sensitive vegetation community in the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a).

5.1.1 Aquatic and Wetlands Communities

5.1.1.1  Disturbed Wetland (Arundo) (11200), Wetland

Disturbed wetlands are areas permanently or periodically inundated by water that have been
substantially modified by human activity. Disturbed wetland (Arumslcpmposed of monotypic

or nearly monotypic stands of giant rg@dundo) Arundo donaxthat ae fairly widespread in
Southern CaliforniaNative wetland species, such as willoBslix spp.) and cattailsT{yphaspp.),

also may be present at low cover. Disturbed wetland (Arundo) is considered a wetlands community
according to the SDBG (City of S&nego 20.83).

Approximately0.02 acre of dsturbed wetland (Arunda)ccus inthe confined flood control channel
west of Grand Avenue in the MBTAI@ the northeastern portion of the project gfggure9). The
disturbed wetland (Arundo) in the projectai®dominated byhick stands ofjiant reed

5.1.1.2 Disturbed Freshwater Marsh (52410), Wetland

Disturbed freshwater marsh is a variety of freshwater marsh, which is a wetland habitat that develops
at sites permanently flooded by freshwater lacking a significant current (Oberbauer et al. 2008).
Because it is permanently flooded by fresh water, tisea®@ accumulation of deep, peaty soils. It
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typically is dominated by species such as cattails, secigeeX spp.), yellow nutsedgeCperus
esculentus and bulrushesSgirpusspp.). Freshwater marsh, including the disturbed variety, is
considered a wethals community according to the SDBG (City of San DiedgiB830

Approximately 0.38 acre of disturbed freshwater marsbcurs in the confined flood control
channel west of Grand Avenue within the MBTAGthe northeastern portion of the project area
(Figure9). The disturbed freshwater marsh in the project area is dominated by stands of cattails,
willows, and bulrushes.

5.1.1.3  Southern Coastal Salt Marsh (52120), Wetland

Southern coastal salt marsh is a wetland habitat that develops where the wateattabjigstsabove

the ground surface, such as around the margins of bays, lagoons, and estuaries along the coast
(Oberbauer et al. 2008). Southern coastal salt marsh occurs at locations with warmer water and air
temperatures and has a longer growing seasonrbrthern coastal salt marSiouthern coastal salt

marsh is considered a wetlands community according to the SDBG (City of San Di&gp 20

Approximately45.69 acres of southern coastal salt marsh occurs within the central portion of the
KFMR/NWP and along the western side of Camplerithe western project ar@agure9). California
cordgrass $partina foliosq dominates the low marsh area KFMR/NWP, which is defned as
occurring from approximately +3 to +5 femean lower low watefEverest 2018 Other prevalent
species in the low marsh area include salt marsh dagynga carno9aand saltwor(Batismaritima).

The midelevation marsh area is defined as ocngrfiiom approximately +4 to + 5.7 feaean lower

low waterand is dominated by picklewee&dlicornia pacifica; S. bigeloyiiand saltwort, also
containing cordgrass and sea lavendieng¢nium californicupat lower densitieéEverest 2018)The

high elewation marsh area is irregularly to intermittently inundated and is defined by Everest as
occurring from approximately +5.5 to +7.5 festan lower low wateiThe dominant species include
California seablite Quaeda taxifolig Parislis glasswortArthrocnenum subtermina)ealkali heath
(Frankenia saling, saltgrass@istichlis spicatg, shoregrassstichlis littoralis), and sea lavender

Two invasive species, river mangrovkeiceras corniculatuinand manawaAvicennia marina
resiniferg, are also found in the high elevation marsh area. Annual eradication efforts for these two
species throughout the California Natural Reserve System have successfully limited their distribution
and reduced the population numbers throughout the southetal sadtsnarsh areakyerest 2018

5.1.1.4  Open Water (64100), Wetland

According to Oberbauer et al. (2008), the open water designation is primarily used to describe areas of
open ocean water.

Approximately107.12acres ofopen wateoccursin Rose Creek, De AazCove, and Mission Bay
throughout the project arg&igure 9). This subtidal habitat extends from the upper limit of the
unvegetated shore to the ocean. These habitats are considered aquatic systems and are adjacent to and
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down slope from intertidal estuae wetlands. Open water is considered a wetlands community
according to the SDBG (City of San Diegadl28).

5.1.1.5 Eelgrass Beds (64122), Wetland

Eelgrass beds are ragtegorizedy Oberbauer et al. (2008); however, eelgrass beds are a habitat type
categorizedy the SDBG (City of San Diego 28q). Eelgrass beds are characterized as open water

that includes areas exposed by low tide and is dominated by eeltgrsissd maring Eelgrass beds
contribute to ecosystem functions at multiple levels@inaary and secondary producer, as a habitat
structuring element, as a substrate for epiphytes and epifauna, and as a sediment stabilizer and nutrient
cycling facilitator. Eelgrass provides important foraging areas and shelter to young fish and
invertebrags, food for migratory waterfowl and sea turtles, and spawning surfaces for invertebrates
and fish such as the Pacific herri@jupea pallasi (NOAA 2014). Eelgrass beds are considered a
wetlands community according to t8®BG (City of San Diego 2A@a).

Approximately83.74acres of eelgrass beiisthe project ares dominated by eelgrass aodcuis
in Mission Bay downstream of the Rose Creek ousletith ofthe KFMR/NWP, andin De Anza
Cove (Figure9).

5.1.1.6  Tidal Channel (64112), Wetland

Tidal channel is lsaracterized as open water that includes the area exposed by low tide up to and
including the spray zone (Oberbauer et al. 2008). Tidal channel occurs along the Pacific Ocean
Coast within zones that experience hydrologic flow and are periodically submeygedter
depending on the tides. Tidal channel is a wetlands community acctoding SDBG (City of

San Diego 2083).

Approximately2.57 acres of tidal channelccurs in several zones in the KFMR/NWWRd along
the westernside of Campland in the western portion of the project @igarre9).

5.1.1.7  Salt Panne/Mudflat (64300), Wetland

Salt panne/mudflat communities are characterized as coastal wetlands that form when mud is
deposited by the tides or rivers (Oberbauer et al. 2®@8j panne/mudflat occurs in sheltered

areas, such as bays and estuaries. Salt panne are expanses of ground covered in salt or other
mineraldeft behindfrom evaporated water. Mudflats are formed whengsattes pool with water

when it rains or tidal ater pools in ground depressions. Salt panne/mudflat communities typically

do not support significant stands of vegetatiBalt panne/mudflat is a wetlands community
according to th&DBG (City of San Diego 2A@a).

Approximately1.11 acres of salt panne rad 34.73 acres of mudflabccur in the northern and
eastern portions of the KFMR/NWP and along Rose Ciredde western project ar¢gigure9).
The majority of thesalt panne/mudflat communitiesthe projectireaare unvegetatetiowever
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Parislis glasswortand pickleweed were observgdowing in the higher elevation areas thie
KFMR/NWP.

5.1.2 Upland Communities
5.1.2.1 Southern Foredunes (21230), Tier |

Southern foredunes are dominated by succsji@arennial hersand subshrubsyith a higher
proportion ofwoody plants up to 30 centimeters tall (Oberbauer et al. 2008). Southern foredunes
are found in areas of sand accumulation along the coast between Point Conception and the
U.S./Mexico International border. This habitat is characterized by a drier, wamddgss strong

and persistent onshore wind (Oberbauer et al. 20@@jcal southern foredungpecies include

red sand verbenaAbronia maritimg, beach sand verbenalfronia umbellaty beach bur
(Ambrosia chamissonisbeach saltbushAgriplex leucophyh), sea rocketfCakile maritima,

beach morning glory Galystegia soldanella beach evening primrose C&missonia
cheiranthifolig, saltgrassand (sometimes) nomative iceplant Carpobrotus edulis Southern
foredunes is considered a Tiesdnsitive vegetation community according to the SDBG (City of
San Diego 2083).

Approximatelyl.35acres of southern foredunes ocslin the southern portion of the KFMR/NWP
in the western project area (Figude In the project area, southern foredunepeap to be
established on sand spoils excavated during construction of StMdesh (Everest 2018
Althoughthe area does not represent a typical foredundaalite location in the backwaters of
Mission Bay,the habitat observed bd#s the descrippn of southern foredunas described by
Holland (1986). Species occurring in thisouthernforedune habitain the project areanclude
beach evening primrosbeach burgoldenbusi{lsocoma menziejiandsearocket.

5.1.2.2 Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (32500), Tier Il

Diegan coastal sage scrub is composed of a variety of soft, low, aromatic shrubs, characteristically
dominated by drougkdeciduous specigsuch as California sagebrushrifemisia californica,
California buckwheatEriogonumfasciculatun), and sagesSalviaspp.) with scattered evergreen
shrubs, including lemonadberry (Rhus integrifolia and laurel sumacMalosma laurind
(Oberbauer et al. 2008piegan coastal sage scrub is considerd8dea Il sensitive vegetation
communty according tdahe SDBG(City of San Diego 2033).

Approximately2.38 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub occurs along Crown Point Dritteein
KFMR/NWP in the western portion of the project area (Fi@dr®ominant species theDiegan
coastal sage sdouin the project areanclude California sagebrush, California buckwheat,
Californiaencelia(Encglia californica), bladder podReritoma arboreg and variougprickly pear
cactus Qpuntiasp.) species.
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5.1.2.3 Non-Native Grassland (42200), Tier IlIB

Non-native grassland consists of dense to sparse cover of annual grasses with flowering culms
between 0.5 to 3 feet in height (Oberbauer et al. 2008hel@ounty, the presence of wild oat,
bromes, storés bill (Erodiumspp.), and mustard(assicaspp.)is acommon indicator. In some

areas, depending on past disturbance and annual rainfall, annual forbs may be the dominant
species; however, it is presumed that grasses will domidatenative grassland is considered a

Tier 1lIB sensitive vegetation comumity according to the SDBG (City of San Diegdl28).

Approximately 0.04 acre of nomative grasslandoccurs in the northern portion of the
KFMR/NWP in the western project ar€kigure9). The nonnative grassland in the project area

is dominated by bronse wild oat, and mustard intermixed with open, bare ground and herbaceous
weedy species.

5.1.2.4  Disturbed Land (11300), Tier IV

Disturbedlandis a land cover type characterized by a predominance ehaiive species, often
introduced and established through faumaction. Oberbauer et al. (2008) describes disturbed land

as areas that have been physically disturbed by human activity and are no longer recognizable as
a native or naturalized vegetation association but continue to retain a soil substrate. Typically,
vegetation, if present, is nearly exclusively composed of-nadive plant species such as
ornamentals or ruderal exotic species (i.e., weddisjurbed land is considered a Tier IV land

cover according to the SDBG (City of San Diegd &).

Approximately 3.40 acres of disturbed land occurs along Crown Point Drighe northern
portion of KFMR/NWPand around the perimeter of Camplamthe western portion of the project
area (Figur®). Disturbed habitain the project areaonsists mostly of filled soils previously
graded or mechanically altered lthsit have recruited nemative plant specigacluding Russian
thistle (Salsolaaustralig andfivehorn smotherweeBassia hyssopifolja

5.1.3 Other Land Cover Types
5.1.3.1 Developed (12000), Tier IV

Developed landefers to areas that have been constructed upon or disturbed so severely that
native vegetation is no longer supported. Developed land includes areas with permanent or semi
permanent structures, pavement or harpectandscaped areas, and areas with a large amount

of debris or other materials (Oberbauer et al. 20B8xmples of these areas may include graded
landscapes or areas, graded firebreaks, graded construction pads, construction staging areas, or
areas thaarerepeatedly useimh waysthat prevent revegetation (e.g., parking lots, trails that have
persisted for yearsplthough not listed in the SDBG, developed land is assumed to be a Tier IV
land cover (City of San Diego 204)3
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Approximately222.71acres bdeveloped lands the dominant land cover type in the project area,
occuring along Crown Point Driven the KFMR/NWP, andnakes up the majority of ti2e Anza

Cove and Campland areas (Fig@e The developed land in the project area includes paved
parking lots, roadways, and sidewalks, as well as buildings and associated landscaped areas.

5.2  Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources

The results of the 2016 and 2018 aquatic resources delineations detdhatreedotal 0f275.36

acres of wetlands and naevetland water®ccurin the project arethat arepotentially under the
jurisdiction of the USACE and RWQCB, and CCC and/or wetlands regulated by the City.
Streambeds and associated riparian aagapotenally underthejurisdictionof the CDFW as well
andwill be determined in consultation withe CDFW prior to project implementation. Potentially
jurisdictional aquatic resources mapped in the project area are shown on Figuxguatic
Resources. Tabl&0, Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources in tReojectArea (Acres) provides a
summary of these aquatic resources potentially under the jurisdiction of the USACE, RWQCB,
CCC,CDFW,and/or City.

Table 10. Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources in the Project Area (Acres)

SDBG Vegetation
General Vegetation Type Community Jurisdiction Acreage
Wetland and Riparian Areas
Disturbed Wetland (Arundg Disturbed Wetland USACIRWQCB/CCTDFWCZity 0.@
Disturbed Freshwater Marg Freshwater Marsh USACIRRWQCB/CCOCDFWZity 038
Eelgrass Eelgrass beds USACIRWQCB/CCCDFWZity 83.74
Salt Panne Salt Panne USACRRWQCB/CCCDFW\CZity 1.11
Mudflat Marine Habitat USACIRWQCB/CCCDFWZity 3473
Southern Coastal Salt Marg Salt Marsh USACRWQCB/CCCDFW\CZity 45.69
Wetland and Riparian Areas Tg 166.67
NonWetlandNaters
Open Water Natural Flood Chafivlatine| USACIRWQCB/CCOCDFW\Zity 107.12
Habitat
Tidal Channel Marine Habitat USACIRRWQCB/CCOCDFWZity 257
NonWetlandVatersT otat 109.69
Total 2715.%

Note:CCC = California Coastal Commission; CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife; RWQCB = Regionkl Water Quality C
Board; USACE = U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1 Acreage may rsaftmdue to rounding.

PotentialUSACE, RWQCB, CCC,CDFW, and Cityjurisdictional areas in thprojectarea total
275.F acres, including 1®67acres of wetlands and riparian areas Hfl69acres of nofwetland
waters.The entireprojectarea extendsto the COZ includingUSACE RWQCB, CCCCDFW,
andCity-regulated wetlands and novetlands.
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5.3 Observed Species
5.3.1 Plant Species

Appendix Bliststhevascular plant species observed in the project area during the 20162918
2022 biologicafresources susys. A total o8 plant taxa were observed in the project arga
(59 percent) were native and 40 (41 percent) werenatine. Of the 98 plants observed in the
project area, four are designated as sensiieasitive plant species observed in the ptaeea
are described in Section 5.4.

The native wetland and upland vegetation communities that provide suitable habitat for native and
sensitive plant specieseprimarily limited to the western project area.

5.3.2 Wildlife Species

Appendix Blists all wildlife species detectdd the project areduringthe2016, 2018and 2022
biological resourcesurveys A total of 182 wildlife species were observenhcluding145 birds,
10fish, 18invertebratesfive mammas, andfour reptiles. Of the 182wildlife species observed
the project area27 are designated as sensitiyegne of which are MSCFSAP covered species)
Sensitive wildlife species observatdthe project areare described in Section 5.4.

The native habitats, such a®astal scrub, marsland wetland,as well asnonnative habitats
including non-native grasslan@nd ornamental trees on the develbfand in the project area
provide foraging and nesting habitat for migratory and residenspécdies andosting habitat for

bat speciesMarine habitats, including open water and eelgrass beds, in the project area provide
suitable habitat fomarinemammal andnarine and anadromotish speciesThe ®astal scrub

along the edges of thveestern pojectarea provides cover and foraging opportunitieddmestrial
reptiles andsmallmammalsThe high-quality native habitats thatould supportboth common and
sensitivewildlife speciesoccur in the project aredlowever, these habitats are limit@ainly to the
KFMR/NWP in the western portion of the project area andbarderedoy urban development.

5.4  Sensitive Species

Sensitive species are those recognized by federal, state, or local agencies as being potentially
vulnerable to impacts because mairity, local or regional reductions in population numbers,
isolation/restricted genetic flow, or other factors. Spestaius plants include those listed as
threatened or endangered, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing by the USFWS and CDFW;
those considered sensitive by the CDFW; those species included in the California Rare Plant Rank
(CRPR) inventory maintained by the CNR®darelisted as a MSCBAP coveredspecies; and/or

have been defined by the Citymarowendemic Sensitive wildlie species include those listed as
threatened or endangered, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing by the USFWS and CDFW;,
those considered sensitive by the CDFR®alifornia Watch List (WL); or MSCFSAP covered
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gpecies The MSCP SAP provides Aregpecific Management Directivg®\SMDs) for certain
covered species to ensure their protection (City of San Diego 1997).

No focused sensitivelantor protocol sensitive wildlifsurveys were conducted within theject
areaduring the 2022 surveys. Howevehree sensitive plant speciesere observedin the
KFMR/NWP in the western portion of the project aceaing the 2016 and 2018 survelpsimets
frankenia Frankenia palmeli, San Diego marsklder (va hayesiang and California seablite
(Suaeda californicpa(Figure 11, Sensitive Species Observéthe presence @dan Diego marsh
elderwas confirmednd an additional sensitive plant, southwestern spiny dustts acutussp.
leopoldii) was observed in the western side of KEVIR/NWP during the 2022 surveyblabitat
assessments and focused surveys wereiouslyconducted in th@rojectarea for the following
sensitive wildlife species: Ridgwés/ rail, Beldings savannah sparrow, and wandering skipper
(Zembal et al. 2015a2015b; Greer 2014)During the focused surveyRidgways rail and
Beldingds savannah sparrowere observed in the project ar€xther sensitive wildlife species
incidentally observed during prewus studies in 2016 and 2018 are also included in the list of
species observed to provide a full accounting of sensitive species documented in the project area.
No focused surveys were conducted in 20BBwever, sensitive plant and wildlife species
docurrented during the 2016 and 20fb@usedsurveysare considered present in {hiject area

for the purposes of this rep@md are discussed in this section accordingly.

As described in Section 4.literature Review distributions of historical sensitive species
observationsvithin one mile ofthe project were reviewed in preparation of this report. For the
purposes of this biological resources assessment, those speciesvihdieerobservedduring
previous surveyghose included on thgC San DiegdKFMR/NWP species listandwhich are
known to occur or have some potential to occur withindhe mileof the project areaare
addressed in this section. Thist of potentiallyoccurringsensitiveplant and wildlife pecies is
provided inTable11, Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project
Area and shown on Figure 12, Sensitive Species with Potential to @éoung, with an assessment

of their potential for occurrende the projectrea
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

Status

Federal/State/ CRPR/M S2{P

Habitat

Potential to Occur

Plants

Acmispon prostratu

Nuttals acmispon

None/None/1B.1/Covered

Blooms Mdun. Occurs in coastal
dunes and sandy coastal scrub ug
feet amsl.

HighSandy coastal scrub present along
western edge of KERecently located (20.
at the edge of the pr@esgalong western
edge of KAR(Figure 12ZLDFV2023b).

Aphanisma blitoide

Aphanisma

None/None/1B.2/Covered

Blooms Felun. Occurs in coastal [
scrub, coastal dunes and coastal §
(sometimes in gravelly or sandy sq
from 4 to 1000 feet amsl.

LowSuitable sandy/gravelly soils in coast
scrub habitat along western edge Rf KFNV
(only). Historical larafrom 1935 less than
mile northwest of KAt nointhe project
area Historical location likely extirpated di
developme(iigure 1ZECDFW 2@8).

Artemisia palmeri

San Diego sagewol

None/Nomé.2/None

Blooms (Feb) M&gp. Occurs in

sandy and mesic chaparral, coast
scrub, riparian forest, riparian scru
riparian woodlands up to 3000 fee
amsl. Typically found near watercq
and in floodplains.

LowSuitable sandy/mesic soils in coastal
habitat along the western edge & &Rt
along Rose Creek inlet. Known locations
the region near Tecolote Canyon, but not
1-mile ointhe projeetrea( CNPS 2@&p.

Bloomeria clevelan

San Diego goldenst

None/None/1B.1/None

Blooms Agray. Occurs in chaparr:
coastal scrub, valley and foothill
grassland and vernal pool habitatsg
clay soils from 165 feet to 1525 fe
amsl.

Not Expectellrojechreaout of elevation
range for this species. Historical locations
1 mile from 1940, buimbe projeetreaand
those locations likely no longefrigise 12)
(CDFW 2@8).

Brodiaea orculttii

Orcufs brodiaea

None/None/1B.1/Covered

Blooms Majul. Occurs in closee
coniferous forest, chaparral, cismg
woodland, meadows, seeps, valle
foothill grasslands, and vernal pog
clay and mesic soils from 100 to 5
feet amsl.

Not Expecteldrojecareaout of elevation
rangdor this species. Historical locations:
1 mile but nioithe projeerea(Figure 12)
(CDFW 2@8).

Calandrinia
breweri

Brewes
calandrinia

None/Nomé.2/None

Blooms (Jan) Mam. Occurs in
chaparral and coastal scrub, prefe
burned andisturbed areas. Someti
in sandy or loam soils. Found up t
4005 feet amsl.

Not ExpecteHome sandy coastal scrub
habitat along western edge dRKfeMever,
projecareahas not recently burned. Histor
locations within region outside 1 mile. No
historical locations are recanttesl project
area(CNPS 2@p.
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Status
Scientific Name Common Name | Federal/State/CRPR/M 2 Habitat Potential to Occur
Chaenactis Orcuts pincushion | None/NorieB. 18 Blooms Jafug. Occurs(sandy) Not Expecteldo suitable habitat present. 1
glabriusculaar. coastal bluff scrub and coastal dur unspecified, historical locations noted witl
orcuttiana to 330 feet amsl. mile but are likely extirp@tiegire 12CDFW
2020).
Chloropyron Salt marsh FE/SE/1B.2/Covered Blooms Ma@ct (Nov). Occurs in Moderat&uitable coastal salt marsh habit
maritimum bird-beak coastal dunes, and coastal salt mg presentvithin KFRI Historical locations witt
ssp. and swamps up to 100 feet amsl. | region greater than 1 mile, binthetproject
maritimum area(CNPS 2@p.
Corethrogyne San Diego sand | None/NorieB.19 Blooms JuBep. Occurs in coastal | LowSuitable coastal scrub habitat along
filaginifolia aster bluff, chaparral, and coastal scrub| western edge of KEMistorical location fro
var.incana habitat from 10 to 375 feet amsl. | 1897 less than 1 mile northwest BHIEM
notinthe projeereaFigure 12Mistorical
location likely extirpated due to developrmr
(CDFW 2@8).
Corethrogyne Del Mar None/Nori#B.1/Covered Blooms Mefyep. Occurs in sandy | Not ExpecteSuitable habitat is preatmmtg
filaginifolia Mesa sand coastal bluff scrub, sandy opening western edge of KEKnown locations of tr
var linifolia aster maritime chaparral, and sandy coq species are further north (greater thar; 3 1
scrub habitats up to 490 feet amsl| none within projacta( CDFW 238).
Ferocactus San Diego None/NorieB.1/Covered Blooms Mayun. Occurs in rocky all Moderaté&uitable sandy and rocky coaste
viridescens barrel sandy chaparral, coastal scrub, va scrub habitat is pressititin KFRI Historical
cactus and foothill grassland habitats fron locations within region greater than 1 mile
to 1475 feet amsl. notinthe projeetrea(CNPS 2@&p
Frankenia Palmes None/Nori2B.1/None Blooms Majul. Occurs atkali flats, | Presentdentified during 2@i&lelsurveys
palmeri frankenia coastal dunes, coastal salt marshe within KFRIOn plant list for KFMR San
swamps and playas up to 35 feet { Dieg®023). Suitable habitat is present in tl
project area in KRM
Heterotheca Beach goldenasteri None/NorieB.1/Covered Blooms Mdec. Occurs in coastal | LowSuitable coastal scrub habitat along
sessiliflorasp. chaparral, coastal dunes, and coa| western edge of KHistorical location from
sessiliflora scrub up to 4020 feet amsl. 1935 less than 1 mile southwest BIIKEM

notinthe projeetrea(Figure 12Historical
location likely extirpated due to developmr
(CDFW 2@8).
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

Status
Federal/State/ CRPR/M S2{P

Habitat

Potential to Occur

Isocoma Decumbent None/Nori&B.2/None Blooms Agtov. Occurs in chaparrg LowSuitable coastal scrub habitat along

menziesiar. goldenbush and (often sandy or disturbed) cog western edge of KEEMistorical location fro

decumbens scrub habitats from 35 to 445 feet| 1934 less than 1 mile outsid& K&tvhoin
the projeetrea(Figure 12MHistorical location
likely extirpated due to development (CDI
20230).

Iva hayesiana San Diego None/Nori2B.2/None Blooms Ajidct. Occurs in marshes| Presentndividuals identified during surve'

marskelder swamps, and playas up to 1640 f¢ 2016 and 2022 near the northwestern en

amsl.

to KFNRin the northwestern portion of the
projecareg[Figure 11).

Juncus Southwestern spiny None/None/4.2/None Blooms (Mar) Mayn. Occurs in me| Presentndividuals identified during surve'
acutussp. rush coastal dunes, alkaline seeps, 2016 and 2022 near the northwestern en
leopoldii meadows, and coastal salt marshq to KFMR, and sligitsouth, in the northwest
and swamps from 10 to 2955 feet| portion of the progeta(Figure 11).
Lasthenia Coultes None/NorieB.1/None Blooms Felun. Occurs in coastal § Moderaté&uitable coastal salt marsh and
glabratasp. goldfields marshes and swamps, and saline| vernal pools available inFIFitorical
coulteri playas and vernal pools frod®% | location from 1939 less than 1 mile south
feet amsl. KFMRbut nointhe projeetrea(Figure 12)
(CDFW 2@8).
Lepidium Robinsah None/None/4.3/None Blooms Jadul. Occurs in chaparral| LowSuitable coastal scrub habitat along
virginicum peppergrass and coastal scrub bluff habitats frg western edge of KEMistorical locations
var.robinsonii to 2905 feet amsl. known from lesgn 1 mile south toiin the
projecarea(Figure 1ZCDFW 2@D).
Leptosyne Sea dahlia None/Nori2B.2/None Blooms Mdlay. Occurs in coastal | LowSome coastal scrub habitat available
maritima bluff scrub and coastal scrub habif no coastal bluff in the prajeetHistorical
to 490 feet amsil. locations from 1935 known south ofgoezie
(Figure 12No known locations within proj
area(CDFV2023h).
Lycium California None/Norté.2/None Blooms Maug (Dec). Occurs in | Moderaté&uitable habitat and associated
californicum boxthorn coastal bluff scrub or coastal scrulf and species are present along western e

habitats 15 to 490 feet amsl.

KFMR. Historical locations within regaiargt
than 1 mile, but imdhe projeerea CDFW
2020).
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Status
Scientific Name Common Name | Federal/State/CRPR/M 2 Habitat Potential to Occur

Mobergia Light gray lichen | None/None/3/None Crustose lichen occurring in coast{ Not Expectefiwo unspecified, historical

calculiformis scrub habitats on rocks at 35 feet { locations noted within the region but not v
mile. Historical locations are likely extirpa
(CNPS 2@

Nemacaulis Coast woolheads | None/None/1B.2/ Blooms Af8ep. Occurs in coastal | Not Expecteo expanses of naturally

denudatgar. dune habitats up to 330 feet amsl.| occurring coastal dune (suitable) habitat \

denudata projecarea Historical locations within 1 mi
notin the projeateaFigure 1ZCDFW
2030).

Phacelia Brané None/NoriB.1/None Blooms Mdun. Occurs in coastal | LowSome coastal scrub habitat available

stellaris star dune and scrub habitats from 5 to| western edge of KEMistorical locations fr

phacelia feet amsl. 1935 known south of prajeefFigure 12)

No known locatiorithin projearea CDFW
20230).

Pogogyne abramsi

San Diego mesa
mint

FE/SE/1B.1/Covered

Blooms Mdul. Occurs in vernal po
from 295 to 655 feet amsl.

Not Expecteldrojecareaout of elevation
range for this species. Vernal pools avail:
but brackish. Historical locationslvwithén
but noin the projeateaFigure 1ZCDFW
20230).

Senecio aphanacti

Chaparral ragwort

None/None/2B.2/None

Blooms Jafpr (May). Occurs
chaparral, cismontane woodland g
coastal scrub from 50 to 2625 feef]

Not Expecteldrojecareaout of elevation
range for this species. Historical locations
1 mildout noin the projeateaFigure 12)
(CDFW 2@8).

Stylocline citroleun

Oil neststraw

None/None/1B.1/None

Blooms Mdpr. Occurs in clay soils
chenopod and coastal scrub, and
and foothill grasslands from 165 tq
feet amsl.

Not Expecteldrojechreaout of elevation
range for this specidistorical locations witl
1 mildout noin the projeateaFigure 12)
(CDFW 2@8).

Suaeda Estuary None/Nori&B.2/None Blooms (Javiay) JuDct. Occurs in | HighSuitable habitat is presehe project
esteroa seablite coastal salt marshes and swamps| areain KFNR. Historical locations within re¢
15 feet amsl. but noin the projeatea CDFV\2(23D).
Suaeda California FE/None/1B.1/None Blooms Jact. Occurs in coastal s§ Presentdentified during 2016 Dudek surv
californica seablite marshes and swamps up to 50 feq On plant list for KFMR San Die@023).

amsl.

Suitable habitat is presghe projeetrean
KEMR
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Status
Scientific Name Common Name | Federal/State/CRPR/M 2 Habitat Potential to Occur
Wildlife
Invertebrates
Danaus plexippus | Monarch butte¥fly | FGNoné&one/None Occurs in a variety of habitats whe PresentAdult monarch butterflies were
(California patches of milkweaddepiasp), the | observed flying througliptbct area
overwintering monarch caterpillar host plant, are| during the 2B8urveygFigure 11No
population) presenverwinters in eucalyptus, | milkweed patches oattine projeatea
pine, and cypress trees. that would be suitable host plants for m
butterfly caterpillars to occupy.
Generally restricted to shallow Not Expectedernal pools available with
Branchinecta San Diego fairy FE/Noné/Covered freshwater vernal pools includes s| KFMRbut are saline. Historical locations
sandiegonensis shrimp tire ruts, and other depressions thg withirl milebut noin the projeatea
filled seasonally by rainfall. (Figure 1ZEDFW 2389).
Found on coastlineSanthern PresentDbserveih the project ardaring
Panoguina errans Sqlt marsh wanderi None/NotigCovered California and Baja California, Mey 2010 ar_1d 2011 focWey_éG_reer _
skipper Typically found on ocean bluffs, af 2014)Historical locations within region |
other open areas neaoti@an. not in the project area (CDF®#$)202
Fish
Inhabitfreshwater or brackish lago
estuaries, marshes, and freshwate
tributaries that have shallow and s| Not Expecteldo known populations of tf
Eucyclogobius . (but not stagnant) water ranging fr| species occur south of Agua Hedionda
newberryi Tidewater goby FE/SSE/None northern Del Norte County south t{ Lagoon in Carlsbad, in northern San Di
Diego County. Absent from areas| County (CDFW 20
the coastline is steep or thenecar
lagoons/estuaries.
Reptiles
Anniella stebbinsi | Southern California] None/SSUNone Occurs in open grassland and scri{ PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur
legless lizard habitats. On wildlife list for KFM® San Die@023).
Suitable habitat is presghe projeetrean
KFMR. Historical locations less than 1 mile
projecareaFigure 1ZCDFW 2@D).
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

Status

Federal/State/ CRPR/M S2{P

Habitat

Potential to Occur

Arizona elegans
occidentalis

California glossy
snake

None/SSONone

Inhabits arid scrub, rocky washes,
grasslands, and chaparral. Preferg
microhabitats of opeeas with friabl
(burrowing) soils.

Not Expecte8uitable scrub habitat limited
western edge of KEMhich is bordered by
development to the west and salt marsh 1
east. Prefers arid, dry areas with more sc
openings within. Historicatidos known
within 1 mile of proggetbut are likely
extirpated (189B)gure 1ZCDFW 2@GD).

Aspidoscelis
hyperythra beldingi

Belding orange
throated whiptail

None/WL/Covered

Occurs in coastal sage scrub, cha
edges of ripariaodlands, and
washes. Also found in weedy, dist
areas adjacent to these habitats.
Important habitat requirements ing
open, sunny areas, shaded areas,
abundant insect prey base, particy
termites (Reticulitermes sp.).

Moderat&Suitable sab habitat limited to
western edge of KEéNnd weedy disturbed
areas throughout the prajeetHistorical
locations known within 1 mile of aregbcit
are likely extirpated (189@Qure 1ZEDFW
2020).

Chelonia mydas

Green sea turtle

FT/None/None/None

Main nesting sites for this species
Michoacan, Mexico, and the Galaj
Islands in Ecuador. Occurs throug
tropical and subtropical waters of {
Pacific. Found off the coast of Baj
California, Mexico and La Jolla,
Californiaithe U.S.

ModerateSuitable habitat within eelgrass |
in the marine waters of the progadnown

to occur in San Diego Bay, and permane
La Jolla Shores in small numbers, althou
waters are typically cdtuer preferred by th
specieghmarine waters of San Diego Cot

Crotalus ruber

Reddiamond
rattlesnake

None/SSC/None/None

Inhabits coastal chaparral, oak an
woodlands, arid scrub, rocky

grasslands, and cultivated areas. |
on the desert slopes of mountains
in rocky dest flats. Requires shade
areas for cover.

Not Expectelo suitable habitat present.
Historical locations known Withite of the
project ardaut are unspecifiéiure 12)
(SanGIS 26p

Phrynosoma blainvi

Blainvil® horned
lizard

None/SSC/None/None

Occurs in open areas of sandy soi
low vegetation in foothills, valleys,
semiarid mountains in grasslands
coniferous forests, woodlands, an
chaparral. Also found in lowlands

sandy washes with scattered shru

and long dlirads.

Moderaté&uitable habitat within coastal sc
along western edge of RFiistorical
locations occur within 1 ntthepfojecarea
(Figure 1ZpanGIS 2G2CDFW 2@p).
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Status
Scientific Name Common Name | Federal/State/CRPR/M 2 Habitat Potential to Occur
Birds
Accipiter cooperii | Coopds hawk None/WL/Covered Occurs where stands of trees are | PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur
present, including oak groves, mal On wildlife list for KFMB San Die@023).
riparian woodlands, and eucalypty Suitable nesting and foraging habitat pre:
stands or other mature forests. throughout the profeg
Athene cunicularia | Western burrowing| None/SSOCovered Occurs in open, dry annual or per¢ ModeratEoraging-ow Nestingligrant and
hypugaea owl grasslands, deserts, and scrublan( dispersing individuals may be observed
characterized loyvgrowing foraging. Suitable habitat for nesting is ex
vegetation. limited and therefore, breeding unlikely tc
within projeatea Historical locations occur
within 1 mile of the prejezto the south
(Figure 1ZEDFW 238).
Calypte costae Cost& hummingbir¢ BCC/NorigNone Occurs in desert scrub in the Sonq PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur
(nesting) and Mojave Deserts, dpdrian, On wildlife list for KFM& San Die@023).
chaparral and sage scrub areas o1 High potential to occur during breeding st
coast. in riparian and scrub habitptsjict area
Charadrius Western FT/SSE/Covered Nests on coasts in open sandy du| ModeratBoragind owNesting<nown
alexandrinus snowy plover with little to no vegetation, or barrg breeding populations of western snowy p
nivosugnesting) sparsely vegetated flats near salin| occur to the north in lagoons or to the sot
alkaline lakes, reservoirs, and pon| Coronaddut not within 1 mile of the proje
area Suitable sandy habitat limited in size
quantity in projacta thereforégraging has
moderate potential, but nesting has low
potentiaRecorded on wildlife list for KB®IF
San DiegP03). Snowy plover observed du
2016 by Dudek, but subspecies not confil
Chlidonias niger | Black tern None/SSONone Nests sergplonially in freshwater | PresentDbserved during 2016 Dudek sur

(nesting colony)

marshes in northeastern Californig
in rice fields in the Central Valley.

On wildlife list for KFMB San Die@023).
Not expected nesting; only found nesting
Northern California.
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Status
Scientific Name Common Name | Federal/State/CRPR/M 2 Habitat Potential to Occur

Circus cyaneus Northern harrier None/SSOCovered Nests in open wetlamdarshes, PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur

hudsonius meadows, wigghtly grazqghstures, | On wildlife list for KFMB §an Die@02).
oldfields, freshwater &nalckish Highpotential to be found in marsh habita
marshes). Alfaund nesting in KFMRand along Rose Creek. Foragintyis
grasslandsnd agricultural fields. more limited, occurring in undeveloped a
Forages igrassland, scrub, emergq that lack dense human presence in the pi
wetland, and other open area
habitats (including rangelands).

Cistothorus Claré marsh BCC/SSC/None/None Occurs in freshwater and brackish| PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur

palustris clarkae | wren marsh habitats dominated by bulry On wildlife list for KFM& $an Die@03). It
and cattails. is unknown the date of the observance ol

circumstances. This species requires bra
marsh dominated by bulrushes and catta
Limited areas for nesting available witRin
Moderate potential to occur within marsh
with dense cattails and bulrushes along F
Creek.

Elanus leucurus | Whitetailed kite None/SSC/None/None Occurs in loose soils (sand, loam,| PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur
humus) in coastal dune, coastal s§ Highquality Diegan coastal sage scrub ar
scrub, woodland, and riparian hab| suitable loose, sandy soils incitw project

area

Eremophila alpestrij California horned lag None/WL/Nohene Occurs in grassland and beach hg PresenOn wildlife list for KFMB San

actia Also found in disturbed lands, Dieg®?03). High potential to be found nes
agricultural lands, and alpine fell fi{ or foraging within KEM
Sierras.

Falco peregrinus | American Peregring None/FP/None/Covered Occurs in open landscapes with c| PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur

anatum falcon skyscrapers) for nest sites, as wel| On wildlife list for KFMR $an Die@02).
along rivers and coastlines or in cij Highpotential to be observed foraging wit!

KFMR Low potential to be fawesting within
the projectrea

Gavia immémnesting) Common loon None/SSC/None/None Migrates through and overwinters| PresentDbserved during 2016 Dudek sur

San Diego County coastline
(occasionally inldakkes), but nests ¢
lakeshores or island near deep weg
Canada and the northefsthtes

(Alaska).

On wildlife list for KFM® San Die@023).
High potential to be observed during mig
and ovemiiering. Not expected nesting.
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Status
Scientific Name Common Name | Federal/State/CRPR/M 2 Habitat Potential to Occur
Larus californicus | California gull BCC/WL/None/None Nests coloniadlytsid&an Diego PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur
(nesting colony) County. Found during migration ar. On wildlife list for KFM& $an DieG@023).
winter in San Diego County. High potential to be observed during migi
and overwintering. Not expeestihg.
Numenius Longpilled curlew | None/WL/None/None Found in tidal mudflats, open flooq PresenObserved durig§16 Dudek survey
Americanus grassland, shallow freshwater mar On wildlife list for KFM& San DieG@023).
(nesting) and wet meadows during migratio| High potential to be observed foraging wi
winter (only) in San Diego County] KFMRand along Rose Creek. Not expecte
nesting within the prajesa
Pandion haliaetus | Osprey NoneNLi /None Nests ohumammadestructures, rarg PresenDbserved during 2016 and 2022
trees in San Diego County. Found surveys in KIR{Figure 11jligh potential to
open waters both marine and be observed foraging within open water &
freshwater to forage for fish. project areddigh potential to be observed
nesting on stadium lights within golf cour:
other locations.
Passerculus Belding savannah | BCC/SE/Covered Occurs in coastal marshes doming PresenObserved during 2016 and 2022
sandwichensis sparrow by picklewee8dlicornisp.). surveys in KIR{Figure 11jligh potential to
beldingi be found nesting and foraging wikh KFM
Historical locations within 1 mile of the pri
aregFigure 1ZCDFW 2@D).
Pelecanus California brown None/FiP/Covered Occurs along San Diego Gbuoigst| PresenObserved during 2022 surveys fly
occidentalis pelican and nearby ocean during winter aif along coast near KI®Higurd.1) High
californicus migration. Some #waeding potential to be observed foraging along tt
individuals found duspring. Only | coasheathe project arddot expected
longterm breeding colonies occur { nesting.
Anacapa and Santa Barbara Islan
Phalacrocorax aurit Doublerested None/WL/None Nonbreedingisitor on salt and PresenDbserved during 2016 and 2022

(nesting colony)

cormorant

freshwater within San Diego Coun
Nests on the ground, on cliff edge
trees, shrubs and in artificial surfaa

and near Channel Islands and co
lines and lakes elsewhere in$he

survey# Mission Béyigure 11pn wildlife
list for KFMRIC San Die@93). High
potential to be observed foraging along tt
coast within the progeets Not expected
nesting within the prajesa
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Status
Scientific Name Common Name | Federal/State/CRPR/M 2 Habitat Potential to Occur
Polioptila californicg CoastaCalifornia FT/SSC/Covered Nests within coastal sage scrub | Not Expecteldo suitable habitat available

gnatcatcher

dominated by California sagebrus
flattop buckwheat along the coast
(avoiding nesting in those dominat
black and white sage, lemonadebyg
and laurel sumac). Inland, cauie
in sage scrufvassland or chaparral
habitat interface.

within the projecea Historical locations
known within 1 mile of the paoga(Figure
12)(CDFW 2@8).

Rallus obsoletus
levipes

Lighfooted
Ridgway rail

FE; FPSHI /Covered

Occurs in coastal wetlands, bracki
areas, coastal saline emergent we
with cordgrasSpartinap.) as the
dominant vegetative cover.

PresenDbservedurin@015urveysnd
released by CDFW 2018 within the KFMI
(Zembal et al. 2015a; Madria@n 20able
coastal wetland habitat with cordgrass av
in KFNR. Moderate potential to be observe
foraging and nesting along Rose Creek.
Historical locations known withile &f the
projecareaFigure 1ZCDFW 2@D).

Rynchops niger

Black skimmer

None/SSIOCovered

Forages over open ocean areas a
bays protected from open surf (lag
estuaries, inlets) in California, or in
on lakes in Florida and the Salion

in California. In San Diego County
nests in a large colony in the Salt

in summer and winters in Mission

Elsewhere less abundant on the ¢
but a small colony occurs in Batiqy
Lagoon.

PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur
Onwildlife list for KFNIRE (San Die@022).
High potential to be observed foraging al«
coastline in areas protected from the surf
expected nesting.

Sternula
antillarum browni
(nesting colony)

California least tern

FE FRSHi /Covered

Nests on open sandy dunes and f
lacking vegetation in colonies alon
California coastlines, in lagoons, b
and estuaries.

Presenbserved during 2016 Dudek sur
On wildlife list for KFM® San Die@023).
High potential to be observegirfgralong
coastline in KRénd Dénza Cove. Not
expected for nesting within the pregct
Established colonies located elsewhere ¢
open dune and flat areas protected from"
limited within the praeea Historical
locations within 1 mile of the @nae@Eigure
12)(CDFW 2G8).
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Scientific Name

Common Name

Status

Federal/State/ CRPR/M S2{P

Habitat

Potential to Occur

Thalasseus elegan:
(nesting colony)

Elegant tar

BCC/Wi/Covered

Nests on Isla Rasa in the Gulf of
California and Salt Works in south
Diego Bay (Unitt 2014). Forages g
the open ocean.

PresenObserved during 2016 Dudek sur
On wildlife list for KFM® San Die@023).
High potential to be observed &pedoyiy
coastline in KRdnd Dénza Cove. Not
expected nesting within the paoact
Established colonies located elsewhere &
open dune and flat areas protected from"
limited within the praeea Historical
locations within 1 mile of the @nejact
(CDFW 2@8).

Vireo belBsp.
pusillus

Least Bdlvireo

FE/SHE /Covered

Occurs in riparian woodland habitg
with a dense, shrubby understory
concealment of nests. Wiotestle
California in Mexico.

Not Expecteldo suitable habitat present.
Historical locations within 1 mile of the pri
area(Figure 1ZLDFW 2382).

Mammals

Chaetodipus fallax

Northwestern San
Diego pocket mous

None/SSONone

Found in Southern California to ce
BajaCalifornia within sandy,
herbaceous areas in coastal sage
habitats and grasslands.

HighCoastal sage scrub habitat available
western edge of KEMistorical locations
within 1 mile of proggeg(Figure 12CDFW
2020).

Choeronycteris
mexicana

Mexican lorgngued
bat

None/SSONone

Roosts in caves, mines, rock crevi
under exposed tree roots, and in
buildings in San Diego County dur
migration (some may overwinter).
Forages on nectar.

HighRoostindgHighForagingAn abundance ¢
ornamental plants can be found within thy
projectrrea especially near Camplastideby
Bay for foraging in migration and winter. |
are available in the abandoned structures
mobile homes within De Anza Cove. Hist
locations within 1 mile of panjeaFigure 12
(CDFW 2@8).

Nyctinomops
femorosaccus

Pocketed freailed
bat

None/SSONone

Occurs in desert scrub, riparian wi
high vertical cliff faces or rocky oult
and abandoned quarries.

Not Expectedo vertical cliff faces or rocky
outcrops available within pesgrHistorical
locations within 1 mile of pesgE{Figure )2
(CDFW 2@38).
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Table 11. Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area

Status
Scientific Name Common Name | Federal/State/CRPR/M 2 Habitat Potential to Occur
Nyctinomops macrq Big fre¢ailed bat None/SSG/None Roosts in steep, rocky cliff faces, 11 Not Expecteldo suitable habitat within the

outcrops, and abandoned quarries
been found on several occasions
roosting high in or on tall structure
Balboa Park and La Jolla.

projecarea No colonies oceuithin San Dieg
County. Migrants may be found on tall bu
outside¢he projeetrea Historical location frc
1970 when an individual was found in an
apartment in Mission Beach (QDBs/
SDNHN2017)Historical locations within 1 |
of projecrea(Figure 12CDFW 238).

Notes: BCC = Bird of Conservation Concern; FC = federal candidate; FP = federally protected; FE = federally endangered; FT = federally threatened; Covered = City of San Diego
MSCP SAP covered species; SE = state endangered; None = No status indicated for species; SE = state endangered; SSC = state species of special concern; WL = state watch list

species
CNPS CRPR Rare Plant Ranking

1B = rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere; 2B = rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere; 3 = a watch list of species about

which more information is needed; 4 = a watch list of species of limited distribution

Threat Ranks: .1 = seriously threatened; .2 = moderately threatened

L Under review for protection under FESA
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Four sensitive plant species a@d sensitive wildlife species were obseniedthe projectarea
during the 20& and 202 surveys However, only two sensitive plants afiee sensitive wildlife
were confirmed present andapped in the project area during the 2022 sur(Eigire11). As
previously mentioned, no focused or protocol species surveys were conducted iB&22ve
plantand wildlife species that were observed or have a high potential toiodtwr projectirea
are described in detail in Sections 5,&2nsitivePlantSpecies Observethrough 5.4.5Sensitive
Wildlife Species Not Observed With a High Potential to @ccu

541 Critical Habitat

The potential presence dfitical habitaton theproject areavas alsanalyzedNo aitical habitat
for sensitive planbr wildlife specieoccursin or within 5 milesof the projectirea(CDFW 2033,
2023b; SanGIS 202; USFWS 202b).

54.2 Sensitive Plant Species Observed

The following sensitive plant species were directly observed iprihjectareaduringbiological
surveys California seablitePalmeds frankenia, San Diego marstder,andsouthwestern spiny
rush Thesefour species are not designated as narrow endemic or cavededthe MSCPSAP.
The four sensitiveplant specieobservedin the projectareaare described in the following
subsectiongFigurel1l).

5.4.21  California Seablite (Suaeda californica), FE, CRPR 1B.1

California seablite, mendemic California native shrub, is a CRPR 1B.1 and federally endangered
species (CNPS 232 California seablite isnoundlike shrubfound in coastal salt marsh, and
wetlandriparian communitieat elevations less than 16 feet arttgk typically 80 centimeters tall
maximum with hairless or slightly hairy succulent green oftieged herbage. Woody stems of
this plant have branches that are covered with knoblike bases of old [EaigespecieSbloom
period is between July and October.

California seablite was observed in the southern coastal salt marsh ¢iNt/IMWP during the

2016 biological surveys. This spedpsesence in the RMR/NWP was not confirmed during the
2022 surveysHowever, ndocused sensitive plant survey was conducted, and this species could
have gone unidentified\n unidentified species @uaedavas observed in the western portion of
KFMR/NWP during the October 2022 survey

5.4.22 Palmer’s Frankenia (Frankenia palmeri), CRPR 2B.1

Palmeds frankenia, a California native perenngdiruh has a CRPR 2B.1 (CNPS &)2This
species is found in safharsh, dune, playa, coastal strand, coastal salt marsh, alkali sink, and
wetlandriparian communitiesat elevations less than 1,500 feetsa Thriving in saline soils, this
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species is a tangling shrub less thaneter tall with spreading stems that are lined with clusters
of knobby, fleshy leave®almeds frankeniés bloomng period isbetween May and July.

Palmegs frankenia was observe@dthesouthern coastal salt marsh of KIEMR/NWP duringthe
2016biological surveg. This specie@presence in the RMR/NWP was not confirmed during the
2022 surveysHowever, no focused sensitive plant survey e@sductedand this species could
have gone unidentified.

5.4.23  San Diego Marsh-Elder (lva hayesiana), CRPR 2B.2

San Diego marsklder, a dicot and California native perennial hellas a CRPR 2B.ZCNPS
2023). San Dego marskelderis distributed along the coast of San Diego Counsjkali sink and
wetland ripariarhabitatsat elevations of less than 980 feet artisk a shrubby herb that reaches
maximum heights of meter, with green, ovahaped leaves thate fleshy, hairy and aromatic.
This specie8bloom period is between April and October.

San Diego marsklderwas observet the Diegan coastal sage scimlthe northwestern side of
the KFMR/NWP during the 2016 biological surveys and its presence wasroedfduring the
2022 surveys (Figure L1A patch of approximatelfive individual San Diego marsklder was
observedn the Diegan coastal sage scrub in the northern portion ofRNERKNWP surrounding
the temporary educational building managedJ&ySanDiego.

5.4.2.4  Southwestern Spiny Rush (Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii), CRPR 4.2

Southwestern spiny rusk asharppointed rush (monocot) andCRPR 4.2 specid€NPS 2@3).
Southwestern spiny rugbtcurs in coastal dunes with mesic soils, meadowsalkadine seeps,
coastal saltwater marshesd swamps at elevations between 10 and 2,955 feet Bmesttems
of this plart emerge froma central cluster anlshve sharp, terminal spinddhis species can grow
to be almost 1.5 meters tall and appétuss@kyo and brown and greeSouthwestern spiny rush
blooms May through June.

Two southwestern spiny rushdividuals were observed in the Diegan coastal sage dortiee
northwestern side of theHVIR/NWP during the 2022 surveyBigurell).

543 Sensitive Plant Species Not Observed With a High Potential to Occur

Based on the literature and database re\2éwsensitive plant species were considered for potential
to occurin the projectarea but only two speciegstuary seablit¢Suaedaesterod and NuttalGs
acmispon(Acmispon prostratyswere determined to hawehigh potential to occum the project
areabut were not observed during the boplkmal resources surveys (Talle These two species are
not designated as narrow endemic or covaretbrthe MSCPSAP. Thetwo sensitive plant species
with a high potential to occun the projecareaare described in the following subsections.
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5.4.3.1 Estuary Seablite (Suaeda esteroa), CRPR 1B.2

Estuary seablites a CRPR 1R speciesEstuary seablite occurs in coastal salt marshes and swamps
from sea level up to 15 feet amkilis a yellowgreen to reddish subshrub with fleshy, succulent
leaves andypically bloomsfrom July throughOctobe butis known to bloom as early as January
through May Suitable habitator estuary seablitss present in the KFRR coastal salt marsh in the
western project aredlistorical location$or this species occwvithin theregion but not in the project
area(Figure 13 (CDFW 203b). An unidentified species @uaedavas observed in the western
portion of KFMR/NWP.

5.4.3.2  Nuttall’s Acmispon (Acmispon prostratus), CRPR 1B.1

Nuttallés acmispon is a CRPERB.1 speciesNuttallés acmispon ocurs in coastal dunes and sandy
coastal scrulirom sea levelp to 35 feet amsIhis speciess a shrubby perennial legume that has
yellow flowers with red wings analoomsfrom March throughJure. Suitable habitat for Nuttads
acmispon is present indhmndy coastal scrub along western edgéhelKFMR in the western
portion of the project aredhis species wagcently located (2012) at the edge of the project area
alongthewestern edge dhe KFMR butits presenc&vas not confirmed during tH2022 surveys
(Figure 12 (CDFW 202A3b).

5.4.4 Sensitive Wildlife Species Observed

Thefollowing 27 sensitive wildlife speciesereobservedn the projectireathroughoubiological
surveys conducted for the projectAmerican peregrine falconFélco peregrinus aatum,
Beldings savannah sparrovipJack skimmerRynchops niggrblack tern Chlidonias nige), brant
(Branta bernicl3, California brown pelicaifPelecanus occidentalis californicu€alifornia gull
(Larus californicu$, California horned larKEremophila alpestris actja California least tern
(Sternula antillarum brownj Caspian tern Hydroprogne caspip Clarkés marsh wren
(Cistothorus palustris clarkgecommon loonGavia immey, Coopets hawk Accipiter cooperi),
Costas hummingbird Calypte costag doublecrested cormorantPfhalacrocorax auritug
elegant tern Thalasseus elegajdight-footed Ridgways rail (Rallus obsoletus levipgdong-

billed curlew Numenius americanysmonarchbutterfly (Danaus plexippys northernharrier
(Circus hudsonius osprey Pandion haliaetus reddish egret Hgretta rufescens redhead
(Aythya americang rufous hummingbird$elasphorus rufysSouthern California legless lizard
(Anniella stebbingj wandering skipperand white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus The sensitive
wildlife species observed during the 2022 biological surveys are shovagare 11.The 27
sensitivewildlife species observed in the project area are described in the following subsections
The ASMDs forthe sensitive wildlifespecies covered under the MSCP SAP are also described
belowas applicabfe(City of San Diego 1997).

! The MSCP SAP does not include ASMDs for American peregrine falcon, California brown pelican, and reddish egret.

Biological Resources Technical Report 66 Marct203
De Anzalaturahmendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan



54.4.1 American Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), FDL, BCC/SDL,
FP/MSCP SAP Covered

American peregrine falcon is a federally delistBird of Conservation Concern, state delisted,
CDFW fully protected, and MSCBAP coveredspecies. American peregrine falcon idasge
falcon with long, pointed wings and a long tail, and adults are-drayg above with barred
underparts and dark heathis speciesnhabits riparian woodland, forest, inland wetlands, and
coastal habitats (Unitt 2004). This subspecies migrates throughout California, and breeds along
the coast oSoutherrandCentralCalifornia, inland north coastal mountains, Klamath Maunrs,
Cascade Range, Sierra Nevada, and Channel Isl&mpgsoximately 15 pairs ofAmerican
peregrine falcons afemownin San Diego Countywith several pairs known to nest along the coast
in Salt Works, La Jolla Torrey Pines, and downtown San Diegtuding the Coronado Bay
Bridge over the last 35 yeardmerican peregrine falcoreata variety of birds and bats and are
known to occasionally steal fish and rodents captured by other raptors.

American peregrine falcon was observed in the project anéagdine 2016 biological surveys.

This species was not observed during the 2022 biological surveys. While suitable foraging habitat
and prey is present in the marsh and open water areas throughoup]¢iee areano cliffs or

high ride (or bridge) leges suitable for nesting are presémly one ground nest has ever been
documented for this species in San Diego County, on Salt Works, in South Bay, in 2006.

The MSCP SAP does not include ASMDs for American peregrine falcon (City of San Diego 1997).

5.4.4.2 Belding’s Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi),
SE/MSCP SAP Covered

Beldingds savannah sparrow, a state listed as endangered and $/80fvered speciess a

small, heavilyand darkstreaked subspecies of savannah sparrow endemic to marshes. It is a
wetlanddependent birgs found yearround in Southern California coastal salrshesBeldings
savannah sparrois ecologically associated with dense pickleweed, where mes#t aee found.

They can also be found nesting in other dense, groower marsh species (i.e., saltgrass) where
they weave their nest into the plants creating a tunnel entrance into canopy which conceals the
nest. Its habitat, and in turn its populatioize, has been greatly reduced by the impacts of
increasing human populations (Zembahl. 2015k During summerit mainly consumes insects

and will consume seeds and invertebrates in winter, as available.

Beldings savannah sparrow was observed in the KFMR/NWP during the 2016 and 2022
biological surveys. A total of 26 males, representing the potential for up to 26 pairs, were observed
within the KFMR/NWP in 2015 (Zembal et al. 2015b). At lesigtBeldingds savanna sparrow
individuals were observed foraging throughout the KFMR/NWP during the 2022 biological
surveys (Figure 11).
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The ASMD under the MSCP SAP for Belditggsavannah sparroin the project areincludes
specific measusdo protect against detrimentalgeeffects to the species (City of San Diego 1997).
See Table for ASMD consistency analysis.

5.4.4.3 Black Skimmer (Rynchops niger), BCC/SSC

Black skimmer is @ird of ConservationConcern and CDFWSpecies ofSpecialConcern This
speciess a mediurrsized terdike seabird with very long wings and an outsized bill in which the
lower mandible is longer than the upper. Adults @aaeks/ black above and white below, with
blackandred bill and orangeed legs This speciesnhabits coastatstuaries and river mouths in
Southern California. Black skimmer is a ygaund resident in San Diego Bay (Unitt 2004). Black
skimmer requires shallow, calm water for foraging on fish, and sand bars, beaches, or dikes for
roosting and nesting.

Black skimnerwas observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. Although this
species was not observed during the 2022 biological surveys and limited suitable nesting habitat
is present, suitable foraging habitat and available prey occurs wighaopgrmarinewaters of the

project area.

5.4.4.4  Black Tern (Chlidonias niger), SSC

Black tern a CDFW species ofspecialconcern is a small seabird with a thin, pointed bill, long,
pointed wings, a shallowly forked tail, and short ledults in breeding plunge are dark gray

above with black head and black underparts, with pale underwings and unBé&tkltern is a
common spring and summer visitor in California, however, are primarily concentrated around the
central coast. During migration, black teunsethe Salton Sea, and few now reach the coast of
Southern California (Unitt 2004). This species is found in fresh emergent wetlands, bays, salt
ponds, river mouths, and pelagic waters, and is restricted to freshwater habitats while breeding.
This species fiages by hovering above wet meadows and fresh emergent wddaddsy on

small fish and insectsind nests in dense wetland vegetation.

Black tern was observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. This species was
not observed durindghe 2022 biological surveys. While suitable foraging habitat is present in the
marsh and open water areas throughout optbgect areathis species is an uncommon migrant

and not known to nest in coastal San Diego County.

5.4.45 Brant (Branta bernicla), SSC

Brant a CDFW species ofspecialconcern is a small goose with a stubby bill and relatively short
neck Adults have a black head, neck, and breast with variable white neck mabkimgs wings,

white undertail, and pale flanks and beByant is a commo winter resident along the California
coast. This species is found in large, shallow estuaries with eelgrass beds, primarily in Humboldt,
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Tomales, Morro, and San Die@aysand in nearby marine waters. In San Diego County, brant
winter in San Diego Bay,rimarily along the Chula Vista bayfront and elsewhere in large stands

of eelgrass occur (Unitt 2004). Migration southbound usually occurs offshore. Brant feeds on
eelgrass and forages in shallow, marine waters along indented shorelines, within lagoons, or
behind barrier beaches.

Brant was observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. While this species was
not observed during the 2022 biological surveys, wintering populations of brant are documented
in large numbers in southern San Didggy, approximately 12 miles south of the project area
(Unitt 2004). The eelgrass beds in the project area provide suitable foraging habitat for brant and
may be used as a stopover during migration.

5.4.46  California Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus), FP,
MSCP SAP Covered

California brown pelican is a CDFWilly protected and MSCBAP coveredspecies. California
brown pelicans a large, stocky seabird with very long wings, a thin neck, and very long bill that
has a stretchy throat pouch for aaptg fish. Adults are gy-brown with yellow headsand white
necks.This specie®ccurs along San Diego Couidgycoast and nearby ocean during winter and
migration(Unitt 2004) Some norbreeding individual®iave beefloundremaining in the County
during spring. The aly longterm California brown pelicarbreeding colonies occur othe
Anacapa and Santa Barbara Islaridss species primarilgas small fish that form schools near
the surface of the wat&ut have been known to steal food from otkeabirds, scavenge dead
animals, and eat invertebrates such as prawns.

California brown pelican washgerved duringhe 2022 biological surveys(Figure 11) At least
one individual was observélying alongthe coast near KFNR. There is a lgh potentiaffor this
speciedo be observed foraging along the cazesr the project area. However, California brown
pelicanare rot expectedo nestin the project area

The MSCP SAP does not include ASMDs @&alifornia brown pelicaCity of San Diego 1997).

5.4.4.7  California Gull (Larus californicus), WL

California gull a CDFW watch list speciess a mediunrsized gull with a rounded head, slender

bill, and long pointed wingsBreeding adult have avhite headwith a medium gray back, yellow

legs, and a dark ey€alifornia gull is a common nester at alkali and freshwater lacustrine habitats.
California gull prefers coastal habitats including sandy beaches, mudflats, rocky intertidal, pelagic
areas of marine and estuarine habitats, and fresh and saline emettgrdsy@nitt 2004). This
species roosts along shorelinas,landfills, in pastures, and on island$his specieds an
omnivore,eatng a wide variety ofood items, ofterscavenmg their food from the ground, and
have been known to dive into the waticatch fish.
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California gull was observed flying over the project area during the 2016 and 2022 biological
surveys (Figure 11). Suitable nesting and foraging habitat occur throughout the project area,
particularly along the shoreline of Mission Bay.

5.4.4.8 California Horned Lark (Eremophila alpestris actia), WL

California horned larka CDFWwatchlist speciesis a small, longhodied songbird with a short,
thin bill, short neck, and rounded head, sometimes with two simalh® of feathers sticking up
towardthe back of the headdult males are sandy to rustgrown above, with a black chest band,

a curving black maskellow-white face and throadnd head stripes that extend to the back of the
head sometimes raised into tiflgornso This speciesoccursprimarily in grassland and beach
habitatsbut can &sobefound in disturbed lands, agricultural lands, and alpine fell fields in Sierras
(Unitt 2004) California horned larkprimarily forage for seeds afie ground bubccasionally
perch on plants to haest seeds from seed heads

California horned lark washservedn the project areduringbiologicalsurveys in 20181owever,
the date of the observance or the circumstaar@snknownThere is a igh potentiafor this species
to be found nesting oofaging inthe KFMR in the western portion of the project area

5.4.49 California Least Tern (Sternula antillarum browni), FE/SE, FP, MSCP
SAP Covered

California least tern ifederally listed as endangered, state listed as endangered, is a fQDFW
protected peciesand MSCPSAP coveredspecies. California least tersa very small and slim
seabird witHong, narrow wings and body and a slender, sharpHv#leding adults are pale gray

and white, with a black cap, white forehead, and yellowTilis speciebreedsalong marine and
estuarine shores, and in abandoned salt panisril in Southern California and May in Northern
California (Massey 1971; Anderson and Rigney 1980). This species is a resident in lacustrine
waters near the coast 8buthern California (Garrett and Dunn 1981). California least tern nests

on barren to sparsely vegetated habitat with sandy or gravelly substrate near water (Zeiner et al.
1988 1990).California least tern feed on small fish they catch by diving into therwate

California least tern was observed dura2016biological reconnaissance survéjowever, this
species was not observed in the project area during the 2022 s\ 8uigble nesting habitat for
California least tern is limited to the northern portadrihe KFMR/NWP wheraandy soils in the
sparsely vegetated disturbed habitat occhiesyever,the surrounding urban development and
human activity in proximity could reduce the suitability of the project aragaifspecies. Suitable
foraging habitat ocurs within the marsh and open water ofghgject aredhat could support this
specieduse of the project area.

ASMDs under the MSCP SAP for California least tarrthe project areaclude protection of
nesting sites from human disturbance duringlteeeding season, predator control, and specific
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measures to protect against detrimental edge effects to the species (City of San Diego 1997).
Incidental take (during the breeding season) associated with maintenance or removal of dikes or
levees, and beadahaintenance or enhancement is not authorized except as specifically approved
on a casdy-case basis by the wildlife agencies (City of San Diego 18£8 .Table 4 for ASMD
consistency analysis

5.4.4.10 Caspian Tern (Hydroprogne caspia), BCC

Caspian terpabird of conservation comen is a large, heavipodied seabird with a large head, a
thick, straight, pointed bill, shallowly forked tail, and long, pointed wiAglsllts are white overall

with pale gray underwings with a black crowihnis species nests on sandy estuarine shores, levees

in salt ponds, and islands in alkali and freshwater lakes, and forages in lacustrine, riverine, and
fresh and saline emergent wetlahabitats along the California coast. Caspian terns nest in
colonies and feeds on small fish in freshwater lakes, estuaries, and salt ponds. In San Diego
County, a large colony of Caspian téasoccupied the salt ponds in southern San Diego Bay for

at least half a century (Uniét al.2004).This species eats primarifish capturedoy diving into

the wateibut is known tasupplement their diet with crustaceans such as crayfish and occasionally
large insects

Caspian tern was observed in the projech aharing the 2016 biological surveys. Although this
species was not observed during the 2022 biological surveys, suitable foraging habitat and
available prey occurs within the open water habwattheproject areaFurther, theroject area

could be useds foraging habitat for the known Caspian tern colony approximately 12 miles south
in southern San Diego Bay.

5.4.4.11 Clark’s Marsh Wren (Cistothorus palustris clarkae), BCC, SSC

Clarkés marsh wren is a Bird of Conservation Concern and CDFW Species of Spe@alrCon
Clarkés marsh wreis a rustybrown colored, small, rourblodied wren with a short tail, thin bill,
and short wingsThis species acurs in freshwater and brackish marsh habitats dominated by
bulrushes and cattai{gnitt et al.2004) Clarké marstwren forage close to water where they pick
insects and spiders from stems and leaves of marsh vegetation.

Clarké& marsh wren wadservedn the project area during the 2016 biological survilgsvever,
the date of the observance or the circumstaai@smknown.This species requires brackish marsh
habitatdominated by bulrushes and cattasiitablenestinghabitat for Clarks marsh wren is
limited within the KFMR in the project ared here is noderate potentidbr this specieso occur
within the marsh areas with dense cattails and bulrushes along Rose i@tekcentral portion
of the project area

Biological Resources Technical Report 71 Marct203
De Anzalaturahmendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan



5.4.4.12 Common Loon (Gaviaimmer), SSC

Common loonan CDFWspecies ofspecialconcern is a large waterbird with a rounded head,
sharply pointedill, long body, and short tailAdults have a black head and bill, black and white
spotted back, and white breast during the sum@emmon loon is a resident in estuarine and
subtidal marine habitats along the coast in California. This species is a common wirdekoisit

San Diego County along the coast in both ocean near shore and tidal bays and estuaries, with some
documentation of wintering on large inland lakes (Ugital.2004).Deep water provides better

cover for the fish they feed on, and this species reguieep freshwater lakes with sufficient food.

The common loon prefers to nest on small islets and also uses protected sites on shore concealed
by rocks or vegetation near water.

Common loon was observed in the project area during the 2016 biologicaysuihis species

was not observed during the 2022 biological surveys. While this species has been documented
visiting coastal San Diego County, no suitable deep freshwater lake habitat suitable for foraging
with nearby nesting habitat is present in thajgut area.

5.4.4.13 Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), WL, MSCP SAP Covered

Coopets hawk is &CDFW watch listand MSCPSAP coveredspecieslt is a mediurssized hawk

with rounded wings and a long tail with a rounded tip. Adults aredpaye above with reddish bars

on their underparts and a thickly banded tail. It inhabits most wooded parts of Califorsiauyebat
elevations from sea lev above 9,000 feet amsl. Coofsenawk once strictly preferred dense coast

live oak forests or riparian forests and woodlands usually near water. Since the latter part of the
twentieth century, Coop@& hawk has adapted to urban settings tremendousiy aog as ubiquitous

in urban eucalyptus woodland settings as it is in natural habitats. In the County,GCbapér still

uses oaks for nesting, but documentation shows twice as many nests in eucalyptus trees than in oaks.
The species will also nest willow, pine, redwood, and avocado trees,andll tree species, will
construct nests high in the tree but below the canopy (&tratt2004). Coopds hawk pursues prey

from perches, especially birds, but will also feed on small mammals, reptéesphbibians.

Coopes hawk was observed the project areduringthe 2016biological surveg. This species
was not observed during the 2022 biological survbgsvever, suitable foraging habitat occurs
within the native and noenative vegetation and lanzbver types in the project area. Suitable
nesting habitator Coopeds hawkis limited to the ornamental trees within and along the edges of
the developed land of Camplaride Anza Coveand theMIBTAG.

The ASMD under the MSCP SAP for Coogehawk in the mject area includeestablishment of
300-foot impact avoidance areas around active nests (City of San Diego 1997).
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5.4.4.14 Costa’s Hummingbird (Calypte costae), BCC

Costas hummingbirgdabird of conservation caern is smalland compact, with short wings and

tail. Adult maleshave purple iridescent crown and gorget (throat patch), which flares out along
the sides of their neck, and pale green back and®@estas hummingbird is a common summer
resident inSouthern Califorr and winters along the southern coast and southern deserte{Unitt

al. 2004). This species occurs in a variety of habitats throughout San Diego County, including arid
habitats, desert washes, edges of desert riparian and valley foothill riparian, swastadesert

scrub, desert succulent shrub, loveézvation chaparral, and palm oasis. C@staummingbird

nests in a variety of trees, cacti, shrubs, woody forbs, and vines at an average of 5 feet in height.
This species forages on flowers, primarilgsdrt blooms in the late winter and spring, and
flowering sage scrub and chaparral plants in the spring and summer.

Costas hummingbird was observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. This
species was not observed during the 2022 biokd surveys, and limited suitable habitat occurs

in the project area. Within the project area, flowers preferred by &dsienmingbird are limited

to the coastal scrub in the northwestern portiorthef KFMR/NWP and in the ornamental
vegetation in the eveloped areas of Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG.

5.4.4.15 Double-Crested Cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), WL

Doublecrested cormorana CDFW watch list specigeis a large waterbird with a small head, long,

kinked neck, and a thisfrongly hookedbill. Adults are browrblack with a small patch of yellow

orange skin on the facBoublecrested cormorants inhabit coasts and banks of inland lakes, and
fresh, salt, and estuarine wat@itt et al.2004) This species resides along the entire coast of
California, and nests on undisturbed cliffs, rugged slopes, and live or dead trees-desigle
cormorants perch beside open water on unvegetated surfaces and require an elevated perch or open
length of water for takeff. This species eats primarifish cgptured by swimming underwater

with just a few insects, crustaceans, or amphibsapplementing their diet.

Doublecrested cormorants were observed swimming and perching along the edge of the open
water of the project area during the 2016 and 2022 brdbgurveys (Figure 11). Although no
suitable nesting habitat is present, the large area of open water in the project areasutatle
foraging habitat for this species.

5.4.4.16 Elegant Tern (Thalasseus elegans), WL

Elegant terna CDFW watch list speciegs a mediurrsized, slender tern with a long, thin, slightly
drooping bill, wings that are long, slender and pointed, and a méeingthn forked tail Breeding

adults are pale gy above and whitgink below, with a shaggy black crest, orange bill, deay guter
primaries, and dark legElegant tern is a posiesting visitor to Southern California coastal areas
arriving from breeding grounds in Mexico. However, there is a small nesting colony in San Diego Bay,
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and posbreeders frequent seacoasts, naidflbays, estuaries, and lagoons (Uitil.2004). This
species prefers habitats along inshore coastal waters, bays, estuaries, and harbors. This species feeds
on fish in shallow ocean waters and congregates on beaches and tideflats when not feeding.

Elegant tern was observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. Although this
species was not observed during the 2022 biological surveys, suitable foraging habitat and
available prey occurs in the open water habitats in the projectramtiaer, theproject areaould

be used as foraging habitat for the known nesting colony approximately 12 miles south in southern
San Diego Bay.

5.4.4.17 Light-Footed Ridgway’s Rail, (Rallus obsoletus levipes), FE/SE,
FP/MSCP SAP Covered

The lightfooted Ridgwags rail is federally listed as endangeiutistate listed as endangered, is a
CDFW fully protected species, aiglan MSCPSAP coveredspecies. Lighffooted Ridgwags rail

is a mediurrsized, chickerike marshbird with short tail, long, slightly downurvedbill, and

rounded wings. Adults are ayr or reddish with dull stripes along their flankdhis speciess a
common yearlong resident in coastal saline emergent wetlands along Southern California from Santa
Barbara to San DiegGounties(Zeiner et al.1988 1990). This species forages in higher marsh
vegetation, along vegetation and mudflat interface, and along tidal creeksfdatgtt Ridgwags

rail prefers emergent wetland dominated by pickleweed and California cordgrass. This species nests
in lower saline emergent wetlands and builds a platform concealed by a canopy of vegetation
(Harvey 1980 Zembal and Massey 1983)ight-footed Ridgwags rail is opportunistic and
omnivorous, eating whatevier availableincluding crabs, crustaceans, fish, eggsl, plant matter.

A total of 33 pairs and twikekingd male lightfooted Ridgwags rails were observed in 2015 in

the KFMR/NWP (Zembal et al. 2015a). In additidghe CDFW released this species at the
KFMR/NWP in September 2018 (Madriaga 2DpZRidgwayss ral was not observed in the project

area during the 2022 surveys. The marsh vegetation observed in the KFMR/NWRyiswang

and may not provide the concealment taller marsh plants provide, as is preferred by this species
for nesting. Further, the surrading urban development and human activity in proximity to the
marsh could reduce the suitability of the project area for Ridsvayl.

ASMDs under the MSCP SAP for lighdoted Ridgways rail in the project area include active
management of wetlands toseire a healthy tidal saltmarsh environment and specific measures to
protect against detrimental edge effects to the species (City of San DiegoS&9Table 4 for
ASMD consistency analysis

5.4.4.18 Long-Billed Curlew (Numenius americanus), BCC/WL

Long-billed curlew is abird of conservation eernand CDFW watch listspecies. Longilled
curlewis a longlegged shore bird with a very long, thin, curved bill, long neck, and small rounded
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head. Adults arepeckled and barred in browns above witheée cinnamon wash throughout and

a plain cinnamon bellyDbservations of thispeciesn winter range fronruncommon taelatively
common along most of the California coa#tis primarily a migranspeciesaandor winter visitor

in San Diego Countyand lasbeen documentefiequentlyin southernSan Diego Bayduring
migration or over wintefUnitt et al. 2004) Long-billed curlewprefers large coastal estuaries,
upland herbaceous areas, and cropland habitats and feedgiatc invertebrates imtertidal
mudflats. Longpilled curlew nests on elevated interior grasslands and wet meadows adjacent to
lakes or marshes.

Long-billed curlewwas observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. Although
this species was not observed during the 26@®gical surveysand no suitable nesting habitat is
presentsuitable foraging habitat and available prey occurs within the marsh and mudflats of the
KFMR/NWP in the western portion of the project area.

5.4.4.19 Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus), FC

The monach butterfly is under review for protection under FESA as of March 2020 (USFWS
2021). Monarch butterflyvings are a deep orange with black borders and veins, and white spots
along the edges. The underside of the wings is pale orahgespecieccurs inpatches of
milkweed Asclepiasp), the monarch caterpillar host plant. Monarch butterflies are found across
North America wherever suitable feeding, breeding, and overwintering habitat ERistspecies
useseucalyptus, pine, and cypress trees for autumnal and winter roosAditdtsnonarchs feed

on thenectar froma wide variety oflowersand flowering plants.

Adult monarch butterflies were observed flying through the project area during the 2022 surveys
(Figure 11). No milkweed patches occur in the project area that would bdestiiaimonarch
butterfly caterpillars to occupy. Ornamental trees suitable for monarch overwintering habitat are
present in and along the edges of the developed land of Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG.

5.4.4.20 Northern Harrier (Circus hudsonius), SSC/MSCP SAP Covered

Northern harrier is an CDF\8pecies ofpecialconcernand MSCFSAPcoveredspecies. Northern
harrieris a slender, mediursized raptor with long, broad wings, a long, rounded tail, a flat, owl

like face, and a sharply hooked bi#ldult males ae gray above and whitish below with black
wingtips, a dark trailing edge to the wing, and a bleakded tailThis speciesisesa wide variety

of open habitats in California, including deserts, coastal sand dunes, pasturelands, croplands, dry
plains, grasslands, estuaries, flood plains, and mansbethern harriealso forages over coastal

sage scrub or other open scrub commeshuntingsmall mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and
birds Nesting areas are associated with marshes, pastures, grasslands, prairies, croplands, desert
shrub steppe, and riparian woodland (Uegital.2004). Winter habitats similarly include a variety

of open habitats dominated by herbaceous cover. Northern harrier populations are most
concentrated in areas with low vegetation.
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Northern harrier was observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. This species
was not observed during theZbiological surveysHowever, suitable foraging habitat occurs
within the native and nenative vegetation and land cover types in the project area. While no
riparian woodland suitable nesting habf@t northern harrier occurs in the project area, meatu
ornamental trees within and along the edges of the developed land of Campland, De Anza Cove,
and the MBTAG could baseddue to the nearby foraging habitat.

ASMDs under the MSCP SAP foorthern harrier in the project area include establishment of an
impact avoidance area (9684 or maximum possible within the preserve) around active nests. In
addition, the preserve management coordination group shall coordinate efforts to manage for
wintering northern harrieédoraging habitat within the MSCP preses\City of San Diego 1997).

See Table 4 for ASMD consistency analysis

5.4.4.21 Osprey (Pandion haliaetus), WL

Osprey is aCDFW watch listspecies.Osprey arevery large, slendebodied hawk with long,
narrow wings, and long legs. Adults are brown above and vbitawv, with a white head and
broad brown stipe through the eykhis species i common residenh much of coastal San
Diego County, occurring in small numbers along the coast and on inlanqUak#st al.2004)
Osprey build huge stick nests tha¢ aypically used year after year, augmented with new sticks
each season. Their tendencyuse humanmade structures is well documented in San Diego
County, and their most frequently used nesting structures include racks of floodlights for ballfields
(Unitt et al.2004).This species has been obsermedtingwithin San Diego County @tland lakes

and urban areas in proximity to the cdastis known to ocar more widely in winter than during
breeding seasoi®sprey eat almost exclusively fish captured from the surface of the water but
have been known toccasionallyscavenge dead birds, snakes, small mammals, and salamanders.

Osprey were also observed hugtiover the open water of Mission Bay in the project area during
the 2016 and 2022 biological surveys (Figure Although osprey nesting has not been observed
within the project areathis species is commonly observed adjacent toptiogect area and
throughout Mission Bay, including an osprey pair recorded nesting on a light structure at Robb
Athletic Field approximately 4 milesouttwestof theprojectarea.

5.4.4.22 Reddish Egret (Egretta rufescens), MSCP SAP Covered

Reddish egrean MSCPSAP coveredspeciesis a large heron with long, sturdy legs, long neck,
and a thick, daggdike bill. All adults have twetoned bills (pink at the base and black at the tip)
and blue legs; howeveratk morph adults are rich grayish blue bodies with vivid pirkish
cinnamon had and neckvhile white morph adults are snow white overBRléddish egret is a nen
breading visitor along the coast of Southern California, with breeding occurring primarily in the
Caribbean. San Diego County is the northernmost limit of this spacsesl range along the
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Pacific coast (Unitet al. 2004). This species prefers marsh habitat and is an active forager in
coastal shallow salt waters, feeding on fish.

Reddish egret was observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. Alliough t
species was not observed during the 2022 biological surveys and this species is not known to nest
in the County, suitable foraging habitat and available prey occurs within the marsh and shallow
edges of the open waters of the project area.

The MSCP SARIoes not include ASMDs faeddish egret (City of San Diego 1997).

5.4.4.23 Redhead (Aythya americana), SSC

Redheagan CDFWspecies ofspecialconcern is a mediunrsized diving duck with a smoothly
rounded head and moderately large Bidult males are a mixture of cinnamon head, black breast

and tail, and gray body, with a blatkped gray billin theCounty, Redheads are known to winter

in Mission Bay and occasionally appear on lakes and lagoons elsewhere in the area. This species
breeds in the Central Valley, coastal Southern California, eastern Kern County, and the Salton Sea,
nesting in fresh emergent wetland bordering open water. San Diego County represents the southern
extent of the redheé&l breeding range along the Pacific ¢azfsNorth America. Redhead nsst

are built typically within dense marshes over shallow watedthis specieprefers to forage in

shallow wateifor submerged aquatic plar(tdnitt et al.2004).

Redheads were observed in the project area during thebflagical surveys. While this species

was not observed during the 2022 biological surveys, wintering populations of redheads are
documented in large numbers in Mission Bay (Ueiital.2004). Although the marsh vegetation

in the project area may not berge enough for nesting, and this species is not documented nesting
in this part of the County, suitable foraging habitat occurs along the edges of the central and eastern
portions of the project area where the open water habitats are shallower.

5.4.4.24 Rufous Hummingbird (Selasphorus rufus), BCC

Rufous hummingbirda bird of conservation ewern is a small hummingbird with a slender,
straight bill, tapered tail, and short wingglult males are bright orange on the back and belly with

an iridescentred throat.Rufous hummingbird inhabit areas with nectgroducing flowers,
including lowlands and foothills during northward and southward migration. This spagiedes
between the Pacific Northwest and Mexico, passing through San Diego County in the spring and
late summer (Unitet al.2004) The rufous hummingbird is found in habitats that provide cover,
including lowland riparian, open woodlands, scrub, and chapahial specieseeds primarily on

nectar from colorful, tubular flowetsut is known to eat tiny insects that occur on plants as well.

Rufous hummingbirdvas observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. This
species was not observed during the 2022 biokdgurveys, and limited suitable habitat occurs
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in the project aredn the project area, flowering plants are limited to the coastal scrub in the
northwestern portion adhe KFMR/NWP and in the ornamental vegetation in the developed areas
of Campland, Dénza Cove, and the MBTAG.

5.4.4.25 Southern California Legless Lizard (Anniella stebbinsi), SSC

Southern California legless lizard CDFW species ofspecialconcern is a small, slender lizard
with a shovelshaped snout, smooth, shiny scales, a blunt tail, andgsoSouthern California
legless lizardoccurs in the sandy soils obastal sand dunes and a variety of interior habitats,
including sandy washes and alluvial fafi$is species prefers habitats in coastal dune, valley
foothill, chaparral, and coastatrsib typeswhere its preferred prey tdrval insects, beetles,
termites, and spiderare present (CaliforniaHerps 22 Southern California legless lizard
conceals itseltinder rocks and leaf litter in loose soill.

Southern California legless lizawlas dserved in the project area during the 2016 biological
surveys.This species was not observed during the 2022 biological surveys, and limited suitable
sandy habitat occurs in the small area of southern foredunes in the southern portion of the
KFMR/NWP in the western project area.

5.4.4.26 Wandering Skipper (Panoquina errans), MSCP SAP Covered

The wandering skipper butterflg MSCPSAP coveredspecies is a small, olive brown butterfly

with a row of small, clear spots on the forewings and no markings ohinidevings The
wandering skipper occurs along the coast from Santa Barbara to Baja California Sur, Mexico. This
species occurs in coastal lagoons and coastal marshes within San Diego County (Faulkner and
Klein 2023). Wandering skippés larval host plansisaltgrass and common nectar sources include
frankenia, Cakile, or Heliotropium (Greer 2014).

A total of two wandering skippers were observed in the KFMR/NWP in 2010 (Greer 2014).
However, this species was not observed during the 2016, 2018, or 2022daicsarveys. While

the wandering skippés larval host plant, saltgrass, occurs in the marsh habitat of the KFMR/NWP

in the western project area, this suitable habitat is limited and isolated from other large expanses
of saltgrass.

ASMDsunder the MSCP SAP for wandering skipper in the project area intiedsure to control
exotic weeds and invertebrate predators (where appropriate) and control access to saltmarsh habitat
(City of San Diego 1997%ee Table 4 for ASMD consistency analysis

5.4.4.27 White-Tailed Kite (Elanus leucurus), FP

White-tailed kite a CDFW fully protected specigis a small to mediursized raptor with narrow,
pointed wings, long tail, and a large heddlults are pale, with an entirely white tail, black
shoulder patches, Wik head, and red ey&&hite-tailed kite occurs mainly in lowlands of southern
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and northwestern cismontane California in savannah, open woodland, marshes, cultivated fields,
and partially cleared lands. Whitailed kite hunts in the morning and late afteon for voles and

mice, often near farms or other grasslands. This species is nonmigratory but can be nomadic and
dispersive in its movements, and often occurs in communal roosts €Ualt2004). Nests are

made of piled sticks and twigs and placedrrtbe tops of oak, willow, or other trees near marshes

and foraging areas.

White-tailed kite was observed in the project area during the 2016 biological surveys. Although
this species was not observed during the 2022 biological surveys, suitable ftiagtagoccurs

in theKFMR/NWP, and the ornamental trees of Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG could
provide suitable nesting habitat.

545 Sensitive Wildlife Species Not Observed With a High Potential to Occur

Based on the literature and database revi®sensitive wildlife species were consideredtfair
potential to occum the projecareabut were not observed during the biological resources surveys
(Table 7). Two sensitive wildlife species including northwesternSan Diego pocket mouse
(Chaetodipis fallax fallay and Mexican longtongued bat Ghoeronycteris mexicahawere
determined tdhavea high potential to occuin theprojectareabut were not observed during the
biological resource surveyfhese two species are not covered by the MSEIP These sensitive
wildlife specieswith high potential to occlaredescribed in the following subsections.

54.5.1 Northwestern San Diego Pocket Mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax), SSC

Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, a CDFW species of special concempdsratesized

pocket mouse with a long, bicolored tail, dark brown underparts, predominant white spines on the
flanks, and a warm buff lateral line. This species prefers rocky habitat near shrubs but can be found
in a variety of habitat types, includiggassland and sage scrub. Shrubs provide forage and essential
escape cover from predators. Soil preference ranges from loose and sandy soils to gravel to mixed
rock on moderate to steep slopes. This species forages mainly on seeds, preferring chia and gras
seeds, but is known to eat some leaves and s&Di$HM 2017).

High-quality habitat in the Diegan coastal sage scrub with loose soilss@ong western edge
of theKFMR and haghe potential to supponorthwesterrsan Diego pocket mouse. This species
has beemnlocumented withid mile of the project are&igure 12) CDFW 202b).

5.4.5.2 Mexican Long-Tongued Bat (Choeronycteris mexicana), SSC

Mexican longtongued bgta CDFW species of special conceisma mediurrsized batwith big
eyes, a short tail, and a long rostrum with a nose Aailts are grayprown above and lighter
below.Mexican longtongued bat roosts in caves, mines, rock crevices, under exposed tree roots,
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and in buildings inthe County during migration (somemay overwinter) §DNHM 2017). This
species forages on nectar.

The project area contains an abundance of ornamental plants, primarily in and surrounding
Camplandthat provide suitable Mexican loxigngued bat foraging habitat during migration and
winter nonths. Suitable roosting habitat for Mexican ldnggued bat is available in the
abandoned structures and mobile homes in De Anza Cove. This species has been documented
within 1 mile of project areaHgure 13 (CDFW 203).

5.4.6 Nesting Birds

The projectireacontainssuitablenesting habitat for several bird and raptor species protected under
the CFGC and BTA. The highest quality habitat for nesting biidsthe projectareais the
KFMR/NWP southern coastal salt marshie western portion of the projereaandinnumerable
native andornamental trees within and along the edges of the developed land of Campland, De
Anza Cove, and the MBTAG in the central and eagtertions of the proje@rea Suitable nesting
habitatalso occurs in the coastal scrub in the western portion of the KFMR/Id8Wrell as the
abandonednobile homes and associatetiuctures inthe De Anza Cove aredhe lighting
structures in the MBTAG could also support nesting osprey, which are docurtehteld their

nests orhumanmade structuresncluding racks of floodlights for ballfields (Unitt al.2004).

At least one osprey pair is known to nest within the Mission Bay Athletic Fields stadium lights.
While nobirds or raptorsvere observedesing in the project area during the biological resource
surveys, the availability of suitableestinghabitatand nearby foraging habitatdicatesbirds

likely usethe project areéor nesting

As previously discussed in Section 3, Regulatory Framework, both the project and the Wetlands
Optimized Alternativewould berequiredto be in compliance with all federal, state, and local
regulations applicable to biological resources as a condition mbaal, including the CFGC

and MBTA.

5.4.7 Roosting Bats

Theproject are@ontains suitable roosting and foraging habitat for both common and sensitive bat
species. The numerowsnamentakreeswithin and along the edges of the developed land of
Campland, De Ama Cove, and the MBTAG in the central and eastern portions of the project area
could provide suitable roosting habitat for treesting bats, such as the hoary Hadsfurus
cinereus, western red bat_ésiurus blossevill), and western yellow bat.@siurus xanthinug
Western red bat and western yellow bat are B®FW species of special conceds previously
discussed in Section 5.4.5, the ornameplahts, primarily within and surrounding Campland
provide suitable foraging habitiatr Mexican longtongued batCDFW species of special concgrn
during migration and winter monthBurther, theabandoned structures and mobile homes within
De Anza Coveprovide siitable roosting habitat for Mexican loftigngued baand other structure
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dwelling bats During the October 2022 Harris survey, bat guano (feces) was observed in the
abandoned mobile homekheopen water and tidal chanraso provide suitable foraging habitat

for bats roosting in the area that forage marrces of open water, includipgllid bat(Antrozous
pallidus) and western smafboted myotis Klyotis ciliolabrun), whichare both CDFW species of
special concernVhile no bats were observed using the pr@eesfor roosting or foraging during

the bpological resource surveys, no nighttime focused acoustic surveys were coramhottide:
availability of suitable habitat indicates bats are likely roosting and foraging in the project area

5.4.8 Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages

Wildlife corridorsprovideroutes for local movement and also regional linkagescartiors often
following linear topographical vegetation, or water featurebhese corridors can be continuous
habitats features, dsteppingston@areasprovidingcritical rest and foraging @as for for example,

birds traveing along migratory routes. Local routes of movement provide constant connections to
resources that include sources of water, home/coveyamggoraging areaRegional linkages and
movement corridors provide larger patches of open spatiew relativdy free movement of wildlife
species along multiple paths between important resourbese areas allow for not only leteym

genetic flow between subpopulations but also critical pathways of seasonal/migratory movements.
Larger predatory mammals ofteseregional corridors for hunting and reproduction neBdsential

wildlife corridors can include streams, riparian areas, and culverts under roadways. Habitat
characteristics considered included topography, habitat quality, and adjacent land uses.

The MSCP SAP defines core and linkage areas as those maintaining ecosystem function and
processes, including large animal movement. Each core area is connected to other core areas or to
habitat areasutsidethe MSCPSAP either through common boundaries or thlgiolinkages. Core

areas have multiple connections to help ensure that the balance in the ecosystem will be maintained

Before the field survey, the MSGAPwas reviewed to confirm the presence of designated habitat
linkages and dispersal corridangheprojectarea During thebiologicalsurveys, biologists assessed

areas identified in the MSC®AP in the projectareafor potential wildlife corridor functionsThe
projectarea intersects one core and linkage area, Biological Core and Linkage Areantfgzdde

within the MSCPSAP. Thebiological core and linkage aés in the western portion of tipeoject

area and is partially in the KFMR/NWP and Campland areas. This core and linkage area borders
Mission Bay which functions as a wildlife movement corridor for resident and migratory birds,
marine mammals, and fish species both locally and regionally

The poject area is likely to be used as a wildlife movement corridor and provides suitable nesting,
foraging, and dispersal areas for both sensitive and common wildlife species bec#use of
presence of native vegetation communities (among the last remaiamsgland in this part of the
City), its connection to Mission Bay and proximity to the Pacific coast and open waters to the west.
However, use of the project as major routes of movement is likely restricted for large mammals
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(i.e., mule deer and mountalion), and is then limited tdird species, mesocarnivores (i.e.,
coyotes)and other smaller mammals.

The projectareaalso holds value for migrating birds flying through to wintering groutinds are
protected by the MBTAFurther, the proje@reasupports a variety of vegetation communities, ranging

from coastal scruldunesaquatic areas (includirgpen water, eelgrass beds, and tidal chajisels

marsh, and salt panne/mudflat. The aquatic, marsh, and mudflat cdiesiarthe project arem
particularare highquality, contiguoussectionsof these habitatthathave become rare in the region

due to developmerithe dense residential and commercial development immediately surrounding the
project arednas the potential to limit wildlife movement through the project area. However, the open
space within the western portion and immediately to the south of the project area has been designated
as important habitat connectivity areas by the MSBIP andis documated assupporing a wide

variety ofboth local and migratorgpeciegFigure 2)
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Section 6 Impacts Analysis

6.1  Significance Thresholds and Definition of Impacts

Based on the CEQA Environmental Checklist (Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines), direct or
primary effectsare those that are caused by a project and occur at the same time and place; indirect
or secondary effects are those that are reasonably foreseeable and caused by a project but occur at a
different time or place; and cumulative effects refers to two oenmalividual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.

The following thresholds are used in this document and are adapted from Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines and the Cigg adoped Thresholds of Significance (City of San Diego 20¥2puld
the proposal result in

1. A substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or sp&teitals species in the MBGAP
or other local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)?

2. A substantial adverse impact on any Tier | Habitats, Tier || Habitats, Tier IlIA Habitats,
or Tier I1IB Habitats as identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development
manual or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS?

3. A substantial adverse impact on wetlafidsluding, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

4. Interfering substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or wit established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
including linkages identified in the MSOMan or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

5. A conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
ConservationCommunity Plan, or other approved local, regional, or dtitbitat
ConservatiorPlan, either within the MSCPlanarea or in the surrounding region?

6. Introducingland use within an area adjacent to the MHPA that would result in adverse
edgeeffects?

7. A conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources?

8. An introduction of invasive species of plants into a natural open space area?
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6.1.1 Direct Impacts

A direct impact is a physical change in the environment, which is caysed immediately related
to the project. Construction and restoration activities associated with implementation of the project
could result in direct impacts to biological resources including but not limited to the following:

91 Direct removal of vegetatioand/or land cover during construction activities by means
of excavation, demolition, grading, vegetation clearing/grubbing/crushing

1 Placement of fill/sediment within jurisdictional aquatic resources, including Mission Bay

1 Dredging and/or hydrologic resagion activities in jurisdictional resources and
encroachment into wetland buffers

1 Human incursion into sensitive habitats

1 Mortality of sensitive wildlife species from vehicular collision

1 Destruction or abandonment of nests

Lands containing Tier I, lIJIA , and [IIB (Table 3 from the SDBG) and all wetlands (Tables 2A
and 2B from the SDBG) are considered sensitive and declining habitats {2abignificance of
Potentiallmpacts to Vegetation Communities and Jurisdictional Resgursssuch, impact®
these resources would be significant, with two exceptions (City of San Diéga)20

a. If the total proposed project upland impacts affect less than 0.1 acre, then they would
not be considered significant and would not require mitigation.

b. Any proposed prect impacts to nomative grasslands totaling less than 1.0 acre that
are completely surrounded by urban development would not be considered significant
and would not require mitigation.

Lands designated as Tier 1V (e.g., developed land) are not combktddnave significant habitat
value, and any proposed impacts to these communities would not be considered significant.

Since the project area is entirely within the COZ, any impacts to wetlands as part of the proposed
project would be significant.

Table 12. Significance of Potential Impacts to Vegetation Communities and
Jurisdictional Resources

Resource Type Impact Threshold Significance of Impact

Native Uplands (Tier |, II, [lIA, or Il Less than 0.1 acre Not significant

0.1 acre or greater Significant, requires mitigation
NonNativeGrassland (Tier 11IB) Less than 1 acre in an urban settif Not significant

1 acre or greater in an urban settin Significant, requires mitigation
Disturbed and Developed Land (T| Any impacts Notsignificant
Jurisdictional Waters Any impacts within @@z Significant, requires mitigation
Wetlands Any impact within the COZ Significant, requires mitigation

Source: City of San Diego 2012b.
Notes: COZ = Coastal Overlay Zone
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Impacts to individual sensitive plants species, aside from impacts to sensitive habitat, may also be
considered significant based upon the rarity and extent of impacts. In general, conformance with
the MSCPSAP provides incidental take coverage tmveredspecies(both plants and wildlife)

such that impacts to those speaessidethe Cityds MHPA would not be considered significant

(due to conservation of the species provided by MSBP implementation). Exceptions to this
would be impacts that occurmarrowendemiccovered species, necovered species that are state

or federally listed species and/or have a CRPR of 1B.1, 1B.2, or 2R:@yened species that are
within the MHPA (City of San Diego 2@a). It is assumed that avoidanceor minimizationof
impactis not feasibleany direct impacts to sensitive plant species that do not have incidental take
coverage through the MSCFAP could be mitigated through either the habitat restoration of the
marshland in KFMR/NWP or through eite preservatiof species in the restored marshland
habitat that is within the MHPA boundaifyurther, implementation of ASMDs for certain species
covered under the MSCP SAP would be required as conslitibfuture sitespecific project
approvallmpacts to plant spegganked CRPR 3 and 4 would not be considered significant since
any populations identified osite would not represent a significant percentage of the population

in terms of the ability for the species to persist (i.e., CRPR 4 species are not corisatebdebm

a statewide perspective) (Talilg Significance ofPotentiallmpacts to Sensitive Plant Spegies

Table 13. Significance of Potential Impacts to Sensitive Plant Species

Species Rarity Location of Species Significance of Impact
MSCRSAPCoveredpecies Any Significant, requires mitigation
MSCPSAPNarrow Endemic Any Significant, requires mitigation
Federally or State Listed Any Significant, requires mitigation
CRPR 1B.1, 1B.2, and 2B.2 Any Significant, requires mitigation
CRPR and4 Any Not significant

Notes: CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank; MSCP = Multiple Species Conservation Program; SAP = City of San Diego Multiple
Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan

The Cityds permit tofitaked covered species under the MSGRP is based on the concept that
approximately 9(percentof lands within the MHPA will be preserved. The only activities within

the MHPA proposed as part of the project would be limited to restoration and enhancement activities
associated with establislgmarshland habitat in the previous soil disposal sitedKFMR/NWP

and the treatment of invasive species in the-Grimed sections of the preserve; these activities are
allowed within the MHPA Therefore, no MHPA boundary line adjustments are antexba
However, the City may process a Boundary Line Adjustment to propose inclusion of natural habitat
restoration areas to be added to the MHPA as part of a future implementation action.

Restoration and enhancement activities conducted in both the KFMR/&WWRhe existing
Campland site would be consistent with the requirements in thésGABCPSAP, the SDBG,

and ESL regulations for conducting such activities in wetlands and wetland buffers located in both
the MHPA and COZFurther, consistent with ttdSCP SAP, the project would implement the
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ASMDs for species covered under the MSCP SAP that occur or have a high potential to occur in
the project areaas applicableThe project would also result in lortgrm direct benefits to wetland
habitat and wildlie species thatsethese aresawithin and adjacent to the MHPA and COZ through

the restoration and expansion of marshlanthe KFMR/NWP andan previously developed land

on the existing Campland sitth addition, these restoration and enhancement aetiwvere
envisioned as part of the project, in accordance with the MBRdRlemonstrated in Tables 4

and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.Bg tprojectwould beconsistent withthe Cityes MSCPSAP,
specificallySections 1.5.1 and 1.5.2 of the MSERP regardirg preservation and restoration of
viable sensitive biological resources, including wildlife habitat.

6.1.2 Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts are reasonably foreseeable effects caused by project implementation on remaining
or adjacent biologicakesources outside a direct impact area, such as downstrekadverse edge
effects. Indirect impacts include shtetm effects immediately related to construction/installation
activities and longerm or chronic effects occurring after construction.riextiimpacts that would

result in loss of area or function of wetlands, Tidil Lplandvegetation habitat or sensitive species

may be considered significant.

Additional potential shofterm indirect impacts to biological resources that could occur fhe
proposed project are related to overall project construction activities and may include dust,
constructiorrelated noise, hydroacoustic effects, siltation, general human presence, changes
within Mission Bay and Rose Creek that affect foragd nestig, and constructiomelated soil
erosion and runoff. Potential loigrm indirect impacts to biological resources may also occur as

a result of the project througtdverse edge effects, includimgroduction of nomnative species

and increased human peege during and following construction. Since the proyeatld be

within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indirect impactské-MB/NWP,

it would berequired to demonstrate consistency with the MS&# Section 1.4.3, Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines he projeads consistency with tiHdHPA LUAGs is demonstrated in Table

6 (Section 3.3.4)The project would also result in lotgrm indirect benefits to wiand habitat

and wildlife species thatsethese aremawithin and adjacent to the MHPA and COZ through the
restoration and expansion of marshland on the KFMR/NWP and on previously developed land on
the existing Campland siteor typical development in &0COZ, the City requires a 130ot-wide
avoidance buffer surrounding wetland resources to reduce indirect impacts and ensure the value
and function of the wetland is maintained.

In accordance with theISCPSAP and pursuant to the San Diego RWQCB Munickatmit and

the Citys Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), projects are required to
implement site design, source control, and treatment control BMPsduce potential indirect
impacts to sensitive biological resourcé&be projeafs wnsistency with the MSCP SAP General
Management Directivesspeciesspecific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design
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Guidelinesis demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and @@&lopment projectare
required to meet National Pollutant Discharge Elimination SyqfdRPDES) regulations and
incorporate BMPs during construction and permanent BMPs as defined by téeSiitymwater
Standards Manual as part of project development.

6.1.3 Proposed Project and Alternative Analysis

As discussed in Section 2\8/etlands Optimized Alternative Descriptian addition to analysis
of the project, e Wetland©ptimizedAlternativeis analyzed in this report at the same level of
detail as the project.

As previously discused in Section 3he project and the Wetlands Optimized Alternatinald
berequiredo be in compliance with all federal, state, and local regulations applicable to biological
resources as a condition of approval.

6.2 Threshold 1: Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species
6.2.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

Significant impacs couldresult if the projectvould have a substantial adverse impact, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candieladdive, or speciatatus
species in the MSCBAPor other local or regional plans, poligiesregulations or by the California
CDFW or USFWS.

6.2.2 Impact Analysis
6.2.2.1  Proposed Project
Sensitive Plant Species
Direct Impacts

Four sensitive plant species weresetved within the project area during biological surveys:
California seablite, Palmé&frankenia San Diego marshlder, and southwestern spiny rusto
additional sensitive plant speciesfuary seablite ariduttallésacmisponwere determined to have

a high potential to occur in the project ar€aese sensitive plant species observed or with a high
potential to occur in the project area are aesignated as narrow endemiccovered under the
MSCPSAP.

Observation®f, and potentiallysuitable habitat forSan Diego marsklder, southwestern spiny
rush and Nuttallss acmispon are outside the projeafs potential impact area within the
KFMR/NWP (Figure 13, Impacts to Biological Resourde$roposed Project)Therefore,no
impacts to thessensitive planspecies are expected to octhmm implementation of the project
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There ispotentialfor California seablitePalmets frankenia and estuary seablite occur in the
project construction, enhancement, and hydrologic restoratess thatnclude these speciés
suitable habitat the KFMR/NWHmn the eventhesesensitive plant species are identified within
the potential impact aredirectimpacts are considered potentially significasthout mitigation.

An analysis of the exact acreagampacts that would occur to these sensitive plant species in the
project area as a result of the project is not provided at the programmatibdeagisesuch
analysis would be speculative in natgiecefuture sitespecific projects are not known at this
time. As future sitespecific projects come forward, projesgecific analysis would be conducted

in the review phase of the projeahd any impacts to sensitive plant species would be avoided,
minimized, or mitigated as conditions of project approval prior to the implementation of the future
site-specific projects.

Indirect Impacts

Temporary indirect impacts to sensitive plant species could result during construction of the project,
and may include dustvhich could disrupt plant vitality in the short term, or construatsated soil

erosion and runoff. Permanent edge effects could result during operation of the project and may include
intrusions by humans and domestic petstharkeforgpossible tramiing of individual plants, invasion

by exotic plant and wildlife species, exposure to urban pollutants (fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides,
and other hazardous materials), soil erosion, litter, fire, and hydrologic changes (e.g., surface and
groundwaterdvel and quality)As previously discussed in Section 8,2mpactAnalysis the project

would berequiredo be ncompliancevith theMSCP SARthe San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit

the Cityés Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 20a8dNPDESregulationsthrough
implemenétion ofsite design, source control, and incorporabf construction and permanent BMPs.

The projeais consistency with the MSCP SAFeneral Management Directivespeciesspecific
ASMDs, andGeneral Plannin@olicies and Design Guidelinessdemonstrated in Tables 4 and 5
(Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3i addition, becauske project is within and adjacent to the MHPA and
could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to daeonst
consistency with the MSCBAP Section 1.4.3 . UAGs. The projeafs consistency with the MHPA
LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3GDhnsistency with thiIHPA LUAGs ensures
minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of thegbrdjgerefore, mdirect impacts

to sensitive plants during construction activiteesl operation of the projeateless tharsignificant

and no mitigation is required

Sensitive Wildlife Species
Direct Impacts

The Z sensitive wildlife species thatere observedn the projectareaduring surveysor were
determined tdhavea high potential to occuin the projectareaare described in Sectis®.4.4,
Sensitive Wildlife Species Observed, and 5.4.5, Sensitive ifil8peies Not Observed it a
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High Potential to OccuFigurell1 andrigurel12). The projechas the potential tdirectly impact
these speciegduring construction activitiesnd operation of the project throudisplacenent of
individual wildlife or eliminaion of portions of their habitafFigure 13) In addition, some of the
smaller species, such as reptidesl rodentscould be killed oinjured by clearing, grading, and
other construction activitiesmplementation of the projeetould result inboth permanent and
temporarydirect loss of habitat, includingesting roosting,andforaging habitat, for the majority
of the sensitive wildlife speciesbserved or with a high potential to ocdarthe projet area
described in Secti@b.4.4 and 5.4.5Thesesensitive wildlifespeciesobserved or witha high
potential to occuinclude the followingAmerican peregrine falcon, Beldiégsavannah sparrow,
black skimmer, black tern, brant, California brown geti, California gull, California horned lark,
California least tern, Caspian tern, Ci@knarsh wen common loon, Coopé hawk, Cosid
hummingbird, doublerested cormorant, elegant tern, ligboted Ridgwags rail, longbilled
curlew, monarch buttdsf, northern harrier, osprey, reddish egret, redhead, rufous hummingbird,
Southern California legless lizard, wandering skipper, and vihited kite Of the Z sensitive
wildlife species observed in the project area during surveys conducted in 2016 anth2018,
presence ofix speciesBeldingis savannah sparrowalifornia brown pelicanCalifornia gull,
osprey doublecrested cormorangndmonarch butterflywere confirmegresenturing the 2022
biological surveysln addition,two sensitive wildlife speciesMexican longtongued batand
northwesterran Diego pocket mouseerenot observed budetermined to have a high potential
to occur in the project aae

Of these 27 sensitive wildlife species observed or determined to have a high potential tairgecur,
are covered by the MSCFAP. These species includenerican peregrine falcon, Beldigsavannah
sparrow, California brown pelica@alifornia least tern, Coop@rhawk, lightfooted Ridgwags rail,
northern harrier, reddisbgret and wandering skipper butterflyAs described in Section 5.4.4,
Sensitive Wildlife Species ObservedetMSCP SAP requires ASMDs for six of thiee sensitive
wildlife species covered under the plan, includseiding®s savannah sparro@alifornia least tern,
Coopets hawk, lightfooted Ridgways rail, northern harrierand wandering skipper butterfly
ASMDs are not required for American peregrine falcon, California brown pelican, or reddish egret
(City of San Diego 1997As previously discussed under Section 6.1.1, Direct Impacts rowrioe

with the MSCPSAP provides incidental take coverage for covered species such that impacts to those
speciesoutsidethe Cityss MHPA would not be considered significant (due to conservation of the
species provided by MSCFAP implementation)Further,implementation of ASMDs faapplicable
MSCP SAPcoveredsensitive wildlifespecieghat occur in the project are@sould be required as a
condition of project approvarhe projeadds consistency with the MSCP SA&®neral Management
Directives speciesspecific ASMDs,and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelirgses
demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3T8&gfore, with conformance with the
MSCP SAP and thespeciesspecific ASMDs as applicable, direct impacts to thesee sensitive
wildlife speciesvould beless than significapand no mitigation is required.
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Similarly, whitetailed kite is a CDFWully protectedspecies, and CESA does not allow takbulhy
protectedspeciesAs acondition offuture sitespecific prgectapprové the project would be required
toavoid impacts to this speciesnsistent with CESA hereforewith conformance with CESAlirect
impacts tavhite-tailed kite would béess than significapnand no mitigation is required.

Potential direct impacts to tHe sensitive wildlife speciesbserved or determined to have a high
potential to occuthat arenot covered by the MSCBAP or fully protected under CESAre
discussed belowAn analysis of tk exact acreage of impacts that would occur to these sensitive
wildlife species in the project area as a result of the project is not provided at the programmatic
level becausesuch analysis would be speculative in nagtineefuture sitespecific project are

not known at this time. As future sigpecific projects come forward, projesgiecific analysis

would be conducted in the review phase of the progect any impacts to these sensitive wildlife
species would be avoided, minimized, or mitigatedaaslitions of project approval prior to the
implementation of the future sispecific projects.

Approximately21949 acres ofaquatic and wetland vegetation communities and land cover types
occurin the projectarea(Table9a) and provide suitable nestirgnd foraginghabitat for sensitive

bird and raptospeciegnot covered by the MSCPAP) observedisingthese habitats ithe project

area These observed specieslude redhead, brant, Cogsahummingbird, black tern, common
loon, Caspian tern, Califoraigull, longbilled curlew, doublecrested cormorant, black skimmer,
rufous hummingbirdandelegant tern

The 0.@ acre of disturbed wetland\(undo) and 038 acre of disturbed freshwater marsh that
occuralong Rose Creek angithin the MBTAG in thecental andnortheastern porti@of the
project arearespectively,may belimited or low quality, but these communitiggovide some
suitableforaginghabitat for sensitive bird specidse to their proximity to thernamentatrees
within Campland andhe MBTAG that may provide suitable nesting habitat these spcies
Further, common species of wdterl, including mallardducks(Anas platyrhynchgsindgreater
white-fronted geeseAnser albifron¥, were observed congregating around the artificial water
features of the MBTAGadjacent to the disturbed wetlandirgndo and disturbed freshwater
marsh indicating the potential use of these araasforaging habitaby sensitive waterfowl
observed in theroject area as well, including redhedirect impacts todisturbed wetland
(Arundo) anddisturbed freshwater marsiould result in direct impacts to these sensitivdsin

the form of permanent and temporary habitat loss. Potential impacts to theseesenldlife
speciesvould bepotentially significantvithout mitigation.

The 45.64 acres of southern coastal salt marsh anf43&cres of salt panne/mudflat that occur
within theKFMR/NWP and Mission Bayn the western portion of th@oject aregrovide suitable
nesting and foraging habitat for sensitiviédlife species observed in the project argpecifically,
the marsh and mudflats that occur in the western portion opribject aregprovide suitable

Biological Resources Technical Report 90 Marct203
De Anzalaturahmendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan



foraging habitat fosensitivdong-billed curlew Direct impacts teouthern coastal salt marsh and
salt panne/mudflatould result in direct impacts to sensitiweildlife speciesin the form of
permanentandtemporary habitat los$otential impacts to sensitive wildlife specigsuld be
potentially significantvithout mitigation

Approximatelyl07.12acres of open wateand 257 acres of tidal channekcurin the projecarea
and provides suitable foraging habitat foany of thesensitive wildlife speciesbserved in the
project areaThese specieacluderedhead, brant, black tern, Caspian tern, California gull, deuble
crested cormorant, black skimmandelegant ternSpecifically, the approximately 83.Z acres

of eelgrass beds that ocsais the substte of much othe open water of the project area provides
suitable foraging habitat for sensitive redhead, bramd,doublecrested cormoraribserved in
the project aredirect impacts t@pen watertidal channeland eelgrass bedsuldresult in drect
impacts to these sensitilmrds in the form of permanerdndtemporary habitat los$otential
impacts to these sensitive wildlife spearesuld bepotentially significantvithout mitigation

Although the vegetated upland habitats, includir8p acres of southern foredune&,38acres of
Diegan coastal sage scrub, &n@4 acre ohon-native grassland, in the project area are limited to
the northwestern and western edges, these communities provide suitable foraging habitat for
sensitive wildlife speciesobservedor with a high potential to occun the project areaThe
sensitive wildlife species potentially supported by these upland communities iriCbsia@s
hummingbird, rufous hummingbirdand potentially occurrindlainvilleés horned lizard rzd
northwesterrsan Diego pocket mousia addition, the southern foredunes provide limited suitable
habitat forSouthern California legless lizarBirect impacts t@outhern foredunes, Diegan coastal
sage scrub, and nemative grasslandould result in @dect impacts to these sensitiveldlife
speciesn the form of permanent and temporary habitat loss. Potential impacts to these sensitive
wildlife specieswould bepotentially significantvithout mitigation.

The 340 acres of disturbed habitat aB#2.71acres of developed land throughout the project area
provides little to no suitable habitat value for the sensitive species observed or with a high potential
to occur in the project areBlowever,a large number of ornamental trees are present within and
along the edges of the developed land of Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG that could
provide suitable nesting habitat fairds, includingCostas hummingbird and rufous hummingbird.

As described in Section 2.2, Project Description, the majority of the land uses currently in the
MBTAG would remain in place, and no impacts would result to the potential nesting and foraging
habitat provided within that area. As discussed in SectioreJrthjectis requiredto comply with

all federal, state, and local regulations applicable to biological resources as a condition of approval,
including the CFGC and MBTA which protect sensitive nesting birdplementation is ensured
through conditions adubsequent projet¢vel approval. Due to known presence of federal and state
endangered avian species, potential direct impacts to these sensitive wildlife smedtede
potentially significantvithout mitigation.
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The abandoned structures and mobdenks within De Anza Cowverovide siitablebatroosting
habitat specificallyfor Mexican longtongued batvhich was determined to have a high potential
to occur in the project areRirect impacts tdhe developed land in the project area, particularly
the structures that provide potential bat roosting halt&amplandandDe Anza Covecould
result in direct impacts tooosting bad, specifically Mexican longongued batin the form of
permanent and temporary habitat |d3stentialdirectimpacts to lhiese sensitive wildlife species
would bepotentially significantvithout mitigation.

Adult monarchbutterflies were observed flying through the propeaduring the 202 surveys.
However, no milkweed patchese monarch caterpillar host plamtere observed on the project
area. Pine andeucalyptudreesthat are present in and along the edges of the developed land of
Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG provide potentially suitable overwintering habitat for
monarch butterfly. Direct impacts the mature trees in thadeveloped land of thproject area
including Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAgBuld result in direct impacts to monarch
butterfly in the form of permanent and temporary overwintering habitat loss. Potential impacts to
this ensitive speciewould bepotentially significantvithout mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Temporary constructierelatedand longtemm operationalindirect impacts to wildlife generally
include lighting, increased human activity, hydrologic quafitycreasedturbidity, excessive
sedimentation, flow interruptions, and changes in water tempeyatorse, vibrationand trash
and garbage, which can attracith introduced terrestrial and native terrestrial and gwiedators
(such as American croworvus brachyrhynchgs common raven§Corvuscora¥, coyotes
[Canislatrang, domestic dog$Canisfamiliaris], raccoongProcyonlotor], and striped skunks
[Mephitis mephitig). Theseindirect impactsin the form of habitat disturbance and potential
prechtioncouldhave a significant impact on the sensitive wildlife specieserved or determined
to have a high potential to occur in the project aidentified in Sectiors 5.4.4 and 5.4.5As
previously discussed in Section @_2Impact Analysis the project and subsequent project
approvalswvould berequiredto be in compliance with thRISCP SAR the San Diego RWQCB
Municipal Permit, the Cit§s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and
NPDES regulations, through implementation of gisign, source control, and incorporation of
construction and permanent BBIPThe projeafs consistency with the MSCP SAP General
Management Directivespeciesspecific ASMDs and General Planning Policies and Design
Guidelinesis demonstrated in Tablesahd 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.8).addition, because the
projectand subsequent project approvatsuld bewithin and adjacent to the MHPA and could
result in potential indirect impacts to the presetiie, project and subsequent project approvals
would be required to demonstrate consistency with the MSEP Section 1.4.3, LUAGsThe
projects consistency with the MHPA LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4).
Consistency with theMHPA LUAGs ensures minimization of adverse edge effects from
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implementation of the project. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitiglife during construction
activities and operation of the projeebuld beless than significanand no mitigation is required.

Project construction activities within the watersMission Bay could result in the generation of
sound exposure levels (S§Lhigh enough to cause hydroacoustic effects on these marine species
including marine fish, marine mammals, and green sea twilbspotential to occur in the project
area(Merkel & Associates 2017)Table 14, Summary of Potentially Significant-MVater Sound
Exposure Level Indirect Impacisovides the estimated hydroacoustic impact thresholds for marine
species with potential to occur in the project area.

Table 14. Summary of Potentially Significant In-Water Sound Exposure Level
Indirect Impacts

Impact Threshold | SEL Impact Thresholf SEL Impact Threshold for Marif SEL Impact Threshold fo
Type for Marine Fish (d0B) Mammals (dBs) Green Turtles (aB)
Peak 206 o} o}
Accumulatéd 187 o} o}
Impact o} 160 166
Vibratory o} 120 166

Notes:dB = decibels;B= decibel root mean squakd sound exposure level
1 SourceMerkel & Associagf 7
2 Accumulated SEL is derived from the number of pile strikes€SHEL + 10*log[#strikes) as such, the starting SEL would dictate the

number of pile strikes possible prior to exceeding the threshold efnlg#eB SEL

The mtentialindirectimpacts to sensitivenarinewildlife speciesrom theexposure of high sound
and vibration levelare considered potentially significamithout mitigation.

Nesting Birds

As previously discussethe project area providesiitable nesting habitat for sensitive biedwl
raptors protected under the CFGC &MBTA. Althoughno active nest®r nesting behaviowere
observed during any of the biological survdgsused nest surveys were not conducigsgito the
programmatic nature of the project

As previously discussed under Direct Impadt®e projectwould berequiredto implement
regulationsprotecing sensitive nesting birdand raptors including the CFGC and MBTA
Implementation is ensured though conditions of subsequent pleyetapproval Due to known
presence of federal and state endangered avian species, potential direct impacts to these sensitive

wildlife species are considered potentially significarthout mitigation.

Roosting Bats

As previously discussed, suitable roostimapitat for sensitive bat species, includivigxican
long-tongued bathoary bat, western red bandwestern yellow batoccursin thestructures and
ornamental trees within the developed land of Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG in the
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central anceastern portions of the project ar@ddthough roosting bats were not observed during
the biological surveys, no focused nighttimest-netting or acoustisurveys were conducted and

the availability of suitableroosting with nearby foragindpabitat suggesroosting is likely
occurringin the projectarea As described in Section 2.2, the majority of the land uses currently
in the MBTAG would remain in place, and no impacts would result to the poterdsinghabitat
provided bythe treeshat area. Direct impacts to the developed land in the project area, particularly
removal ofthe structures andrnamental trees in Campland and De Anza Cove, could result in
direct impacts tasensitive batsn the form of permanent and temporaposting habitat loss.
Potential impacts to sensitiv@osting batspeciesduring construction and tree removale
considered potentially significamithout mitigation.

6.2.2.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Sensitive Plant Species
Direct Impacts

As previously discusseth Section 2.3, the WetlasdOptimized Alternative differs from the
project in creating an addition8R.1 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and
uplands (lowmid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflabg)convertinghesouthern portion ahe
developede Anzafboo® and the De Anza Bagpen waterso wetlands

The Wetland Optimized Alternative proposes the sameonstruction, enhancement, and
hydrologic restoratiom theKFMR/NWP as the project. Potential direct impacts to sensitive plant
species observed or with a high potential to occur in the suitable habitat Ki-khe/NWP,
including California seablite Palmeés frankenia, and estuary seablite, woolctur under the
Wetlands Optimized Alternative (Figure 14, Impacts to Biological ResourcésWetlands
Optimized Alternative) Therefore, potentialimpacts to sensitive plant speciewould be
potentially significantvithout mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities armperation of th&Vetlands Optimizedlternative would be largely the same
compared to the project; therefore, the same potential indirect impacts to sensitive plant species are
expected to occuithe Wetlands Optimizedlternative, like the projectyould be requiredto be in
compliance with th&1SCP SAR the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the Gitgtormwater
Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through implementation of site
design, source control, andcorporation of construction and permanent BMIPBe projedis
consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Direcspesiesspecific ASMDs,and

General Planning Policies and Design Guidelisgi'emonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2

and 33.3) andasapplicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternativeaddition, because tWetlands
OptimizedAlternative is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indirect

Biological Resources Technical Report 94 Marct203
De Anzalaturahmendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan



impacts to the preserve, it would be required to detraiagonsistency with the MS@AP Section

1.4.3, LUAGs.The projeds consistency with the MHPA LUAGs is demonstrated in TakBe6tion

3.3.4) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternafleesistency with the LUAGa&ould

ensure minimizatiorof adverse edge effects from implementation of ietlands Optimized
Alternative. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive plant species during construction activities and
operation of th&Vetlands Optimizedlternative are less than significaabhd namitigation is required.

Sensitive Wildlife Species
Direct Impacts

TheWetlands Optimizedlternativewould result in similarmpacts to suitable habitat for the 27
sensitive wildlife species observed and the two sensitive wildlife species higih potential to
occur in the project area.

Like the projectthe Wetlands Optimized Alternative would conform with the MS2#P andthe
ASMDs as applicable to theine sensitive wildlife species covered by the MSGRP (see
Sections 5.4.4, Sensitive Wildlife Species Observed, and 6.2.2, Impacts An&8ysitgrly, the
Wetlands Optimized Alternative would conform with CESA and avoigiicts to the CDFW fully
protected whitgailed kite. Therefore, direct impacts to theS868CP SAPcoveredand CDFW
fully protectedspecies are less than significaarid no mitigation is required.

Similarly, the Wetlands Optimized Alternatiwgould berequred to be in compliance with
regulationsprotecing sensitive nesting birdand raptors including the CFGC and MBTA
Implementation is ensured through conditions of subsequent pleyetapproval. Due to known
presence of federal and state endangered avian species, potential direct impacts to these sensitive
wildlife specieswould beconsidered potentially significamtithout mitigation.

Implementation of the WetlaadOptimized Alternative would result in both permanent and
temporary direct loss of habitatr sensitive wildlife species not covered by the MS28P or fully
protected under CESAncluding roostindpats This alternative wouldesult in similadirect impacts

to sensitive wildlife speciess identifiedor the project, and impacts would be potentially significant
without mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities and operation of téetlands Opmized Alternative would besimilar
compared to the project; therefore, potential indirect impacts to sensitive wildlife speciles
occur. The Wetlands Optimizedhlternative like theproject would berequiredto complywith

the Cityss MSCPSAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the @ittormwater Standards
Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through implementation of site
design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permaikt?g. Bhe projecis
consigency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directsgsciesspecific ASMDs and
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General Planning Policies and Design Guidelineemonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2
and 3.3.3)and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimiz&liernative In addiion, because the
Wetlands Optimized\lternativeis located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result in
potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate consistency with the
MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGsThe projeos consistency with the MHPA LUAGs is
demonstrated in Table(®ection 3.3.4) and is applicalitethe Wetlands OptimizeAlternative
Consistency with the LUAGswould ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from
implementation of th&Vetlands Optimizediliternative Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive
wildlife specieduring construction activities and operation of\tfietlands Optimizedlternative

are less thasignificant and no mitigation is required.

Nesting Birds

As previously discussed under Direct Impacts, the Wesl@mlimized Alternative would result

in direct impacts to nesting birds and raptprstected under the CFGC aMBTA, including
thoseobseved or with a high potential to occur the projectarea The Wetland Optimized
Alternative would berequiredto implementregulations protecting sensitive nesting birds and
raptors, including the CFGC and MBTAmplementation is ensured though conditions of
subsequent projettvel approval.Due to known presence of federal and state endangered avian
species, potential direonpacts to these sensitive wildlife speciasild beconsidered potentially
significantwithout mitigation.

Roosting Bats

As previously discussed under Direct Impacts,Whetlands Optimized\lternative would result

in direct impacts t@ensitive bats ithe form of permanent and temporary roosting habitat loss
The Wetlands Optimizedhlternativewould not change thamount or type opotential indirect
impacts to sensitive roosting bats analyzed for the project, and impacts would be potentially
significant without mitigation.

6.2.3 Mitigation Measures
6.2.3.1 Sensitive Plant Species

As previously discussed in Section 6Slgnificance Thresholds and Definition of Impadisect

impacts to sensitive plant species, including those not covered by the SIS Btatelisted or
federally listed species, or CRPR 1B.1, 1B.2, or 2B.2 species, are consiggiédant. Impacts

to plant species ranked CRPR 3 or 4 would not be considered significant since any populations
identified on the project areavould not represent a significant percentage of the population in
terms of the ability for the species to persist (i.e., CRPR 4 species are not corfsaenddom

a statewide perspective).
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In the event sensitive plant species are identified within the potentiattiggajncludingMSCP
SAP covered andharrow endemic plant species, ndiSCP SAP covered federally and/or state
listed plant specieggr nonMSCP SAP covered CRPR 1B.1, 1B.2, or 2B.2 specistential
impacts are considered potentially significasthout mitigation. Implementation of N¥I BIO-1,
Focused Sensitive Plant Species Suryveysild reduce potentiairectimpacts to sensitive plant
species by requirinthatsubsequenprojectlevel evaluations and focused survégsconducted
prior toanyconstuction associated with the project

Direct Impacts

Significant direct impacts could occur to the sensitive plant species observed or with a high potential
to occur, California seablite, Palnd®frankenia, and estuary seablite, during progectstruction,
enhancement, and hydrologic restoration activities in these spmdtable habitat the KFMR/NWP.
Implementation of MMBIO-1 and MM BIG2 would reduce potential indirect impacts to sensitive
plant species through conducting sensitive pégeicies focused surveys prior to construction and
monitoring by a qualified biologist throughout construction of the project.

MM BIO-1

Focused Sensitive Plant Species Surveys. Prior to subsequent projelevel
approval and prior to any construction or gngdactivities,focused surveyfor

future sitespecific developmenshall be conductedas applicablein suitable
habitatin order to determine presence/absence of sensitive plant species previously
observed or with high potential to occur wittive proposed project areancluding
California seablite, Palmés frankenia and estuary seablitéor thesespecies,
focused surveyshall be conducted duringheir specific blooming periods to
determine presence/absence. If sensitive species are mappedawjtiproposed
construction, access, or staging areas, these areas shall be modified to avoid direct
impacts to mapped sensitive plant species. If significant impacts to these species
are unavoidable, the take of these species shall be reduclegsataa significant

level through implementation of one or a combination of the following actions, in
accordance with &ity of San Diegoapproved Conceptual Restoration Plan or
acquisition of mitigation credits:

1 Impacted plantshallbe salvaged and relocatedsiatable habitat ithe onsite
restoration area ifKendallFrost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve
within theMulti-Habitat Planning Areboundary, if possible. If relocation to this
site is not practical, the plargkall be relocated oftite to an appropriateearby)
locationdetermined by a qualified biologist

1 Seeds from impacted plarsisallbe collected for use ai@cal off-site location
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MM BIO-2

1 Off-site habitat that supports the species impacted shall be enhanded and
supplemented with seed collected on.site

1 Comparable habitat at aapprovedoff-site location shall beetermined by a
gualified biologistandpreservedor relocation, enhancememr transplanof
the impacted sensitive plants

Mitigation that involes relocation, enhancemeat transplanof sensitive plants
shall includeall of the following:

1 Conceptual planting plgsrepared by a qualified biologisicluding grading and,
if appropriate, temporary irrigation

1 Planting specificationgnd fencing and signage to discourage unauthorized
access of the planting site

1 Monitoring program including success criteria

1 Longterm maintenance and preservation plan

Qualified Monitoring Biologist. Prior to subsequent projelevel approval andror

to the start otonstructionactivities, theproject biologis shall submit a letter to

City of San DiegoDevelopment Services Departmelitigation Monitoring
Coordination that confirms a qualified monitoring biologist, as defined iCitye

of San Diegas Municipal Code Biology Guidelines, has been retained to
implement required monitoring. This letter will also include the names and resumes
of all peopleinvolved in the biological monitoring of the proposed project, a
schedule for the proposed Worand the facilitgs preapproved Facility
Maintenance Plan.

The qualified monitoring biologistshall be responsible for the following
monitoring and reporting tasks:

a. Documentation. Prior to theissuance of any construction or grading planany
proposed project area within, or immediately adjacent to, a-Mathitat Planning
Area,thequalified monitoring biologisthall verify and submit proof tditigation
Monitoring Coordinationthat all Multi-Habitat Planning Aredoundaries and
limits of work have been delineated on all maintenance documents.

b. Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit. Prior to the start of
constructionwithin the future sitespecific proposed project arghe qualified
monitoring  biologist shall submit a Biological Construction
Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit, which includes limits of work, proposed
monitoring schedule, avianfocused sensitive speciesy other wildlife
surveys/survey schedules (including general avian nesting and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife protocol), timing of surveys, avian construction avoidance areas/noise
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buffers/barriers, other impact avoidance areggeciesspecific Multiple
Species Conservation Program Subarea PasaSpecific Management
Directives and any subsequent requirents determined by thqualified
monitoring biologist and the Mitigation Monitoring Coordination The
Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibishall include the
construction site plan, written and graphic depiction of the pisj&ablogical
mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule for construction activities.
Where the potential for impacts to biological resources is limited (e.g.,
construction within a footprint that consists entirely of previously developed or
disturbed lads), theBiological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit
may be limited to a preand postmaintenance verification inspection. For
highly sensitive resource areas, ftithe biological monitors may be required.
The Biological Construction Mitigatin/Monitoring Exhibitshall be approved
by Mitigation Monitoring Coordinatiomrior to the start ofonstruction

C. Avian Protection. In order to prevent impacts to California least tern and other
sensitive nesting shorebirds, the qualified monitoring bistognd Mitigation
Monitoring Coordination shall ensure that no clearing, grubbing or grading or
active wetland creation/restoration shall take place within or adjacent to the
Multi-Habitat Planning AreaCalifornia least tern preserves, and coastal salt
marsh habitats during the Citf SanDiegbs gener al avian bre
February 1 to September 15. Activities must comply with the @Gfiitysan
Dieggtb s Bi ol o g yMultiple Sgeads Cansewation Progr&ubarea
Plan, Land Use Adjacency Guideds and applicablatate and federal law
(e.g.,appropriate followup surveys, monitoring schedules, construction and
noise barriers/buffers). Additionally, the following requirements from the
Mission BayParkNatural Resource Management Plan and Missiay BBark
Master Plan for the California least tern shall be met:

91 In-water construction or dredging shall not be permitted in Mission Bay
from April 1 through September 15, unless otherwise approved in writing
by the Cityof San DiegopCalifornia Departmentf Fish and Wildlife and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife ServiceAny exception would have to meet the
following criteria to preserve least tern nesting and foraging: use of silt
curtains or similar devices around-water construction activityuse of
noise reduton or low noise equipmenand use of timing and location
restrictions on activity to avoid interfering with breeding sites or major least
tern foraging areas.

1 Direct impacts to permanently designated least tern nesting sites shall not
be permitted.
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1 The 150foot buffer zone for each least tern nesting site shall be free of
structures with heights ovérfeet, including fencing, to avoid providing
raptors perches from which to prey on least tern chicks.

1 Any existing noise attenuation berms to prevent agyificant noise from
reaching theMulti-Habitat Planning Areand least tern preserve shall
remain in accordance with the Mission B&ark Natural Resource
Management Plan and Mission BagrkMaster Plan.

1 If construction or wetland creation/restoration construction activities take
place during the California least tern breeding season, significant impacts
may occur to least tern in thulti-Habitat Planning AreaTo avoid
significant noise impacts to braad least terns, construction within 500
feet of least tern preserves shall take place outside the least tern breeding
season, which ranges from April 1 to September 15.

d. Resource Marking/Protection. Prior tothe start otonstruction activities within
thefuture sitespecificproposedroject area, thqualified monitoring biologist
shall supervise the placement of orange construction fencisighdar visible
marker, staking, or flagging along the limits of t@nstructionarea adjacent
to sensitive bialgical habitats, as shown on tligological Construction
Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibitto ensure crews remain within the approved
construction limits. These demarcatiostsall not be required for areas with
existing barriers such as chaitink fencing, abng the limits or facilities that
arewithin and/oradjacent to developed and msensitive habitat areas. This
taskshall include flagging plant specimens and delineating buffers to protect
sensitive biological resources (e.g., habitats, senspiiaat and wildlife
species, including nesting birdad raptorksprior to construction.

e. Cover Trenches. The qualified monitoring biologistshall oversee the
construction site so that cover and/or escape routes for wildlife from excavated
areas shall be provided daily. All steep trenches, holes, and excavations during
construction shall be covered at night with backfill, plywood, metal plates, or
other means, and plastic sheeting is usethe edgesnust becovered with
soils such that small wildlife cannot accessedkeavated holeSoil piles shall
be covered at night to prevent wildlife from burrowing in. The edges of the
sheeting shall be weiglelown by sandbags. These areas may also be fenced
to prevent wildlife from gaining access. Exposed trenches, holes, and
excavations shall be inspected twice daily (i.e., each morning and before sealing
the exposed area) lblge qualified monitoring biologit to monitor for wildlife
entrapment. Excavations shall provide an earthen ramp to allow for a wildlife
escape routé hequalified monitoring biologisshallverify that the contractor
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has covered all steepalled trenches or excavatiomsior to the endof
constructiondaily. If wildlife speciesare encountered within any trenches or
excavated areas, thgualified monitoring biologistshall remowe them if
possible, or providthemwith a means of escape (e.g., a ramp or sloped surface
at no greater thaa 36degree angheand allowed to disperse. In addition, the
qualified monitoring biologisshall provide training to construction personnel
to increase awareness of the possible presence of wildlife beneath vehicles and
equipment and to use best judgmenavoid killing or injuring wildlife (see
MM BIO-2f).

f. Structure Clearance. Prior tothe issuance of any permit to allow for teenoval
or demolition of trees and existing structuresthin the project area
(particularly the ornamental trees and existngldings inCampland on the
Bay, De Anza Cove, and thdission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and
Golf Coursg, the qualified monitoring biologistshall conduct clearance
surveys to flush out any wildlife species nesting, roosting, or otherwise
occyying the trees or structurdswildlife speciesare encountered within any
of the trees or structuresutsidethe general bird nesting season),dnalified
monitoring biologistshall remowe them if possible, or providéghem with a
means of escapand allowedhe specieso disperself tree-roosting bats are
suspected, slow removal by gently pushing the tree over with heavy equipment
is required

g. Pre-Construction Meeting/Education. Prior to the start of anyonstruction
activity where the site plan for the construction area indicates that significant
impacts to biological resources may occur, aqmestructiormeeting shall be
held on site with the following in attendance: Cdf San Diegés project
mana@r, Mitigation Montoring Coordination representative, th@nstruction
contractor (if applicable), and thegualified monitoring biologist At this
meeting, thequalified monitoring biologistshall identify and discuss the
construction protocols that apply to the proposediities and the sensitive
nature of the adjacent habitat wahpropriateroject personnel

At the preconstructiomrmeeting, theualified monitoring biologisshall submit

to theMitigation Monitoring Coordinatiorand construction contracta copy

of the Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit that identifies
areas to be protected, fenced, and monitored. This data shall include all buffer
limits, if applicable.

Prior tothe start of constructioactivities, thequalified monitoring biologist
shall meet with theonstruction contractoand crew and conduct an-gite
educational session regarding the need to avoid impatsgdethe approved
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6.2.3.2

Direct Impacts

construction footprint and to protect sensifpantsandwildlife that may occur

at the specific facility This may include but ndde limited to explanations of

the avian and wetland buffers, the flag system for removal of invasive species
or retention of sensitive plants, and claation of acceptable access
routes/methods and giag areas.

. Biological Monitoring and Reporting. The qualified monitoring biologist shall

inspect/monitor the proposed projecnstructionarea in accordance with the
approved Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit. This may be
limited to pe- and posimaintenance inspections, weekly visits, or-firtte
monitoring, as determined by thealified monitoring biologisand Mitigation
Monitoring Coordination.

The qualified monitoring biologistshall document monitoring events via a
Consultant $e Visit Record. This record shall be sent #® pinoject manager each
month, and theroject manageshall forward copies tdMitigation Monitoring
Coordination However, if weekly reports are submitted as part of a separate
agency permit requirement, Hee reports may be forwarded dditigation
Monitoring Coordinationn place ofConsultant Site Visit Recouibmittals.

If no deviations from the construction site plan occur during maintenance, no
additional documentation is required. Howeveda¥Viations from the site plan

do occur, such as unanticipated impacts to sensitive vegetation communities or
unanticipated discharge of pollutants, a Final Monitoring Report shall be
prepared within 3 months following the completion of mitigation monigprin
detailing maintenance and monitoring that occurred and any remedial or
compensatory measures taken.

Sensitive Wildlife Species

Per the SDBG, direct impacts to vegetation communities ussersjtivewildlife speciesvould be

conserved arestored through the implementatiomi BIO-3throughMM BIO-5. These mitigation
measuregprovide mitigation or revegetation for impacts to sensitive vegetabommunities and
jurisdictional aquatic resourctsat support sensitive wildlife speciesie fproject area

MM BIO-3

Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources Impacts
Mitigation. Any direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities or jurisdictional
aquatic resourcesould require mitigation to comply with Cigf San Diegopstate
and/or federal authorizations, in accordance with the @it$an Diegs ratios
described irthe following table fitigation Ratios for Potential Impacts to Sensitive
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Vegetation Communities and Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources \titeiRroposed
Projec}, as well as the ratios defined in any state and/or federal permit(s) issued for
the project.

Mitigation Ratios for Potential Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and

Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources within the ProposedProject

Project
Component wher¢ SDBG Requirec
General Vegetation Typ] SDBG Vegetation Resource is Mitigation Ratio
(Holland/Oberbauer Cod Community Jurisdiction Present (in CO2)
Disturbed Freshwater Mg Freshwater Marsh | UR/C/CC MBTAG 4:1
(52410)
Southern Coastal Salt My Salt Marsh UR/C/ICC KFMR/NWP 4:1
(52120)
Open Water Natural Flood UR/C/ICC Expanded 2:1
(64100) Channel/Marine Marshland Habitay
Habitat De Anza Cowaeea
EelgrasBeds Eelgrass beds UR/C/ICC Expanded 2:1
(64122) Marshland Habita
De Anza Coeeca
Tidal Channel Marine Habitat UR/CICC KFMR/NWP 2:1
(64112)
Salt Panne Salt Panne UR/C/ICC KFMR/NWP 4.1
(64300)
Mudflat Marine Habitat UR/IC/ICC KFMR/NWP 2:1
(64300)
Disturbed Wetland (Arun| Disturbed Wetland | UAR/C/ICC MBTAG 2:1

(11200)

Notes:C = CDFW Jurisdicti@f@l= CCC Jurisdicti@@l= Coastal Overlay Z&keyVIR/NWPKendalFrost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife
PreservéVIBTAG Mission Bay Tennis Center, Aiitdtls, and Golf CouRse RWQCB Jurisdicti®BG San Diego Biological Guidelines

U=USACHurisdictional

1 Atleast 1:1 creation mitigation for impacts to eelgrass must occur within Mission Bay (the remaining 1rontiigdilssiomay occu

Bay, if necessary).

1. Potential direct impacts to sensitiveegetation communitiesincluding
jurisdictional aquatic resources, resulting from project implementatiathbe
mitigated through one of the following three options:

a. Project compensatory mitigation for proposed impacensitive vegetation
communities including jurisdictional aquatic resourcesall be provided
throughin-kind and orsite creation, enhancement, and/or restoration.

b. Compensatory mitigation requirements that are not able to be satisfied
through onsite creation, enhancement, and/or restorasiball be satisfied
through the acquisition of mitigation bank credits sisesource ageney
approved mitigation site within tHeefiasquitos Watershed or by acquisition
of other approved offite mitigation credits. Prior to implementation of
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project construction impacts that would require compensatory mitigation,
documentation demonstrating the availability of mitigation creidisgredit
ledger) at the approved mitigation site mustshbmittedto the Assistant
Deputy Director Environmental Designee for confirmation.

c. If credits are not available atresource agenegpproved mitigation site
within the Pefiasquitos Watershed through other approved eéite
mitigation credits, implementation of habitat creation, restoration,
enhancement, and/or preservation would occur through an approved Habitat
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. Under this option, as well as under option
a, aHabitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plashall be providedndprepared
in accordance with theCity of San Diegé Municipal Code Land
Development Code Biology Guidelines. Mitigation shall conform with
the Land Development CodeBiology Guidelines including afinitions
for creation, restoration, enhancement, and acquisition identified under
Environmentally Sensitive Landggulations; satisfaction of noet loss;
timing in relation to proposed project impacts; geaerally,with federal
and state mitigatiorequirements.

When proposed mitigation involves habitat enhancement, restoration or creation, the
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plashall includeall of the following information:

Conceptual planting plan including planting zones, grading, and irrigation
Seed mix/planting palette

Planting specifications

Monitoring program including success criteria

Long-term maintenance and preservation plan

= =4 =4 4 2

For mitigation that involves habitat aggion, the Habitat Mitigation and
Monitoring Planshall includeall of the following:

9 Location of proposed acquisition

1 Description of the biological resources to be acquired, including support for the
conclusion that the acquired habitat mitigates fersibecific maintenance impact

1 Documentation that the mitigation area would be adequately preserved and
maintained in perpetuity

The identification of mitigation site credishiall be provided to the Environmental
Designee and shall include the following:

1 Location of approved mitigation site
1 Description of the mitigation credits to be acquired, including support for the
conclusion that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific maintenance impact
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MM BI10-4

MM BIO-5

1 Documentation of the credits that are associated withigation bank, which
has been approved by the approgrigsource ageres
1 Documentation in the form of a current mitigation credit ledger

Eelgrass Beds Creation. Potential direct impacts to eelgrass beds caused by
placement of fill material witin Mission Bayshallbe mitigated in accordance with

the requirements of the resource agencies and thef@gn DiegoThe Cityof San

Diego shall require a mitigation ratio of 2:1, in accordance with @iy of San
Diegas Municipal CodeLand Development CodeBiology Guidelines gee able

in MM BIO-3). In addition, at a minimum, the metloss creation mitigation (1:1)

for eelgrass beds habitdtall be required to occur within Mission Bay itself per the
Mission Bay Park Natural Resources Management Plan. The remaining 1:1
mitigation required may occuautsideMission Bay, if necessary.

Creation mitigation for potential direct impacts to eelgriasds resulting from
project implementatioshallbe achieved through replanting of the submerged areas
surrounding the expanded marshland habitat in Mission Bay where, as a result of
project fill activities to create the marshland habitat, water |leslelsbe raised to
depths suitable for eelgrass establishment.

An associatedHabitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plashall be provided or
prepared in accordance with thend Development Co@eBiology Guidelinegor
this creation mitigation and shall includk of the following information:

1 Planting specifications, including channel bottom elevations

1 Plantingwouldbe scheduled during low energy tides (late surheaély fall)
1 Monitoring programincluding posiproject surveys and success criteria
1 Longterm maintenance and preservation plan

Habitat Restoration in Temporary Impact Areas. Temporarydirect impact areashall

be restored to preonstructiontopographic contours and conditiomsgluding the
revegetation of native plant communities, where appropriate. Habitat restoration and
erosion control treatmenshall be installed within these shdadrm impact areas, in
accordance with th€ity of San Diegés Municipal Code Land Developrant
Cod& Biology GuidelinesMultiple Species Conservation Progr&ubarea Plan
and theCity of San Dieg& Municipal CodeLand Development CoéleLandscape
Standards. Habitat revegetatishall feature native species that are typical of the
area, and associated erosion control best management prabadiésclude silt
fence andmicroplastic and weeedree straw fiber rolls, where appropriate. The
revegetation areashall be monitored and maimned for 25 months to ensure
adequate establishment and sustainability of the plantings/seedings.
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Where a proposed project activity involves potential disturbance chative
invasive plant species (as identified by the California Invasive Plant Qptinese

plants shall be entirely removed where feasible, and the removal shall be monitored
by the qualified monitoring biologist to ensure that dispersal of propagules (e.g.,
seeds, stems, etc.) are avoided or minimized. Where removal of plant noots is
feasible (e.g., where erosive flows are predicted), aboveground plant material shall
be fully removed and monitored by tlyialified monitoring biologistWhere
aboveground plant material cannot be removed (e.g., due to limited access),
herbicides shalbe applied by dicensed pest control aor, using chemicals
permitted as safe within aquatic environments.

Indirect Impacts

MM BIO-6 wouldbeimplementedo minimize and avoid indirect impadtssensitivanarinewildlife
specieghat may occur fromew sources afoise and/ibrationduringconstructiorof the project

MM BIO-6 Pre-Construction Hydroacoustic Study. Prior to subsequent projeetvel approval and
prior to any construction activities within the waters of Mission Bayydroacoustic
study would be guired to determine if the activities have potential to generate sound
exposure level exceeditige thresholds describedthme following tible Summary of
Potentially Significant InNVater Sound Exposure Levalirect Impacts

Summary of Potentially Significant In-Water Sound Exposure Level
Indirect Impacts

Impact Threshold | SEL Impact Thresholf SEL Impact Threshold for Marif SEL Impact Threshold fo
Type for Marine Fish (dB) Mammals (dRs)* GreenTurtles (dBns)t
Peak 206 o} o}
Accumulatéd 187 o} o}
Impact o} 160 166
Vibratory o} 120 166

Notes:dB = decibels;B= decibel root mean squakd sound exposure level

1 SourceMerkel & Associafd 7

2 Accumulated SEL is derived framrifiger of pile strikes (®flatve SEL + 10*log[#strikes) as such, the starting SEL would dictate
the number of pile strikes possible prior to exceeding the thresholdefd8%dB SEL

1. If evidence from the study determines that constructionitesiwould result in
sound exposure levéhat would cause indirect hydroacoustic impacts on marine
species through exceedance of approved thresholdshe table above
implementation of the measures below would reduce the potential impacts to levels
less than significant:

a. A City of San Diegadbiologist would monitor for the presence of marine
species, including green sea turtles, within 500 feet of the work site during
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construction activities in Mission Bay with potential to genesmend
exposure levehbove the impact thresholds (e.g., mheving) in order to

limit the potential for exposure of the animals. If a marine species subject
to the thresholds described above is identified within thef&60buffer
during construction activities, the biologist will direct crews to halt work
until the animal has movealitsidethe buffer.

b. To the extent feasiblesound exposure levekeduction measureshall be
utilized during all work in Mission Bay with potential to generate
hydroacoustic effects on marine resources. These measoué&sinclude
placing a nylon or wooden block between the impact hammer and piles
during pile driving to reducsound exposureelvelgenerated by the hammer
strikes orfisoft stard approaches to encourage marine species to leave the
area surrounding work before fgbund exposure levalre generated.

2. If evidence from the study determines that no significant exceedansasdf
exposure levelthat would affect marine resources are anticipated from the
proposed construction activities, no mitigation measures would be necessary.

6.2.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.2.4.1 Proposed Project
Sensitive Plant Species

Direct Impacts

Implementation of MVBIO-1 andMM BIO-2 would mitigate potential direct impacts to sensitive
plant species to below a level of significance through conducting sensitive plant species focused
surveys prior to construction and monitoring by a qualified biologist throughoutrectinen of

the project.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to sensitive plant species were determined to be less than sigraficand
mitigation is required.

Sensitive Wildlife Species

Direct Impacts

Implementation of MMBIO-2 andMM BIO-3 throughMM BIO-5 would mitigate potential direct
impacts to sensitive wildlife species and their habitats to below a level of significance through
monitoring by a qualified biologistproviding mitigation ratios for acreage impacts and the
creation and r&toration of impacted vegetation communities.
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Implementation of MVBIO-2 would mitigate potential direct impacts to sensitive roostingtbats
below a level of significanceThis mitigation measure woulgquiremonitoring by a qualified
biologig who is esponsible for identifying and flushing any roosting bats from ornamental trees
and/or structures prior to removal.

Indirect Impacts

Implementation of MM BIG6 would reduce potential indirect impacts to sensinainewildlife
speciedo below a level ofignificance This mitigation measure would require a fm@nstruction
hydroacoustic studyo determine if the activities have potential to generate SEL exceeding the
thresholdsand apply measures to reduce those levels to minimize impacts to mariife .wildl

6.2.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Sensitive Plant Species
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 6.2.2 forWetlands Optimized\lternative, this alternative

would not change the potential direct impacts to sensitive plant species analyzed for the project or
the mitigation required. Implementation of MM BiDandMM BIO-2 would mitigate potential

direct impacts to sensitive plaspecies frontlevelopmenbf theWetlands Optimizedlternative

to below a level of significance. These mitigation measures would reitpaireensitive plant
species focused survelysconducted prior to construction and monitoring by a qualified biologist
throughout construction of th&'etlands Optimizedlternative.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts tesensitive plant speciesere determined to be less than significamd no
mitigation is required.

Sensitive Wildlife Species
Direct Impacts

As previouslydiscussed in Section 6.2.2 for téetlands Optimized\lternative, this alternative
would not change the potential direct impacts to the sensitive wildlife species, including roosting
bats, that were analyzed for the project, or the mitigation requirgdiementation of MM BIGL

and MM BIO-2 would mitigate potential direct impacts to sensitividlife species from
implementation of th&Vetlands Optimizedhlternative to below a level of significance. These
mitigation measures would require monitoring byualified biologist throughout construction of
theWetlands Optimizedlternative.
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Indirect Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 6.2.2 for\Wetlands Optimizedlternative, this alternative

would not change the potential indirect impacts to seestarinewildlife species analyzed for

the proposed project or the mitigation requiredplementation of MM BIG6 would reduce
potential indirect impacts to sensitive marine wildlife species to below a level of significance. This
mitigation measure wodl require a pre&onstructionhydroacoustic study to determine if the
activities have potential to generate SEL exceeding the thresholds and apply measures to reduce
those levels to minimize impacts to marine wildlife.

6.3 Threshold 2: Sensitive Vegetation Communities
6.3.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

Significant impacs could result if the project would hawesubstantial adverse impact on any Tier

| Habitats, Tier Il Habitats, Tier IlIA Habitats, or Tier IlIB Habitats as identifietheSDBG or

other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by
the CDFG or USFWS

6.3.2 Impact Analysis
6.3.2.1  Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

A total of 13 vegetation communities and/or land cover types occur indfexiparea (Tableda
and 9b) that cover a total 0d505.2 acres.Construction of the project could result in potential
impacts to 11 sensitive vegetation communilégure 13) As previously mentioned, the entire
projectarea is within the COZ.

Of the ptal project area, approximatéy.17acres are located within the MHPA boundary. Direct
impacts would occur within the MHPA boundary in the KFMR/NWP from the restoration of
disturbed land to marshland habitat and from the implementation of hydrologpraties
activities, which would include trenching of tidal channels to ensure that sufficient tidal influence
reaches in the newly established marshland habitat to allow it to establish and be sustairable long
term. Additional shorterm direct impacts whin the MHPA may also occur from enhancement
activities (e.g.hand removal of invasive species)

The potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communitieadaover typewithin each
of the project aredaKFMR/NWP, existingCamplandMBTAG, and De Anza Covejre described
in the following subsection#®\n analysis of the exact acreage of impdleat would occur to the
sensitivevegetation communitias the project areas a result of thprojectis not providedt the
programmatic legl becausesuch analysis would be speculative in nasimeefuture sitespecific
projects are not known at this time. As future-specific projects come forwargrojectspecific
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analysis would be conductad the review phaseand any impacts to sdtige vegetation
communities would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of project appriovab
the implementation of thieiture sitespecificprojecs.

Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve Area

Implementation of the pject, which includes restoration of marshland habitat within existing
disturbed land and enhancement and hydrologic restoration actinities KFMR/NWR could
potentially result irup to87.74acres ofdirect impacts to southern coastal salt marsh, salt panne,
mudflats,eelgrass bedspen water, tidal channdbiegan coastal sage scrub, southern foredunes,
and disturbed lanthat occur in th&KkFMR/NWP. Implementation ofmarshland anttydrologic
restoraion activities that result in impacts to southern coastal salt marsh, salt panne, mudflats,
open water, or tidal channels, which are considered wetlands by the SDBG (City of San Diego
2018a), arepotentially significantwithout mitigation. Similarly, soubern foredunes (Tier I) and
Diegan coastal sage scrub (Tier Il) are considered sensitive vegetation comryrilieSDBG

(City of San Diego 208a), and impactsvould bepotentiallysignificantwithout mitigation.

Potential impacts to disturbeahd devedped land from proposed activities associated with
expansion of marshland habitat within KFMR/NWP would not be signifiear no mitigation

is required since disturbezmhd developethnd are bothconsidered Tier IV habitaticcording to
the SDBG (City ofSan Diego 208a).

Existing Campland

The project would follow the existing MBPMP recommendation to convert the existing Campland
recreational site to contiguous marshland habitat with connection to KFMR/NWP. Implementation of
this recommendation would result in up4®.25acres of direct imgcts to disturbed and developed
land both of which are Tier IV land covers according to the SDBG (City of San Dietfga)20
Therefore these impact® disturbed and developed larduld not require mitigation.

The project wouldalso implement théiBPMP recommendd expansion of marshland habitat
extending from the existing Camplaimdo Mission Bay,as shown on Figurg. Implementation
of this recommendation would result in up1t81.73acresof direct impacts tmpen water and
eelgrass beds. Thesemmunties areconsideredvetlandsand sensitive communitiegcording
to the SDBQJCity of San Diego 208a); thereforejmpactsto open water and eelgrass beasld
be potentiallysignificantwithout mitigation

Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course

Implementation of the project, which includes upgrades to the existing tennis center and athletic
fields, installation of water quality design featsivathin the existing golf course, and expansion

of pedestrian access along MissBay Drive, could potentially result up to63.47acres oflirect
impacts to the vegetation communiteesd land cover types in tMBTAG. The majority of the
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direct impacts (61.65 acres) would occur to the developed land in the MBiidd@cts to TierV
developed and disturbddnd in the MBTAG land would not require mitigation, in accordance
with the SDBG (City of San Diego 283).

Project activitiesas discussed abowethe MBTAG would result in a small amount of impacts (1.82
acres) tonudflat, ogn water, disturbed wetland (Arundo), disturbed freshwater marsh, and developed
land.Mudflat, open water, disturbed wetland (Arundo), and disturbed freshwateraracginsidered
wetlands and sensitive communities according to the SDBG (City of San Ziggg). Therefore,
impacts tahese sensitive communitie®uld bepotentially significantvithout mitigation.

De Anza Cove Area

Implementation of the project could result in impacts of up.1@ acres of open waj€).49 ace
of eelgrass bedand0.63 acre of mudflatwithin the De Anza Covarea Thesecommunities are
considered wetlands and sensitive communagesrding to the SDBECity of San Diego 208a);
therefore,impactsto open watereelgrass bedsnd mudflatsvould bepotentially signficant
without mitigation

Impacts to Tier IV developed and disturbed lamdhe De Anza Cove areaould not require
mitigation, in accordance with the SDBG (City of San Diegb3a)

Indirect Impacts

Most of the indirect impacts to sensitive plamtecies described in Section ,6Threshold 1:
Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Speciadso result in potentially significant indirect impacts to sensitive
vegetationcommunities.As previously discussed in Section @&,2ndirect Impacts, the project
would be requiredto be in compliance with theISCP SAR the San Diego RWQCB Municipal
Permit, the Citgs Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations
through implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation sfrwion and
permanent BMPsThe projeadds consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives
speciesspecific ASMDs andGeneral Planning Policies and Design Guidelisgmonstrated in
Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3r8)addition,because the projegtould bewithin and
adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be
required to demonstrate consistency with the MS2¥P Section 1.4.3, LUAGsThe projedis
consistency with the MHPA LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3Zhdsistency with

the LUAGs ensures minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the proposed
project. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation commsinituring construction
activities and operation of the projeeduld beless than significapand no mitigation is required.
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6.3.2.2  Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 2.3, iMetlands OptimizedAlternative differs fom the
project in creating aapproximately32.1 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and
uplands (lowmid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflabg)convertinghesouthern portion of the
developede Anzafbood and the De Anz&oveopen waersto wetlands

TheWetlands Optimizedlternativeincludesthe same construction, enhancement, and hydrologic
restoration as the project. This alternative would remove approxin3@t&lgcres of developed land

in exchange for additional wetlands and transitional upléiRidgire 14) Although theWetlands
Optimized Alternative would result in increased natural area compared to the project, this alternative
would not change the potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities during
construction, and impacts would be potentially signifiggittout mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities and operation of iMetlands Optimizedlternativewould be largely the

same compared to the project; therefore, the same potential indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation
communitieswould potentiallyoccu. The Wetlands OptimizedAlternative, like the project,
would berequiredto be in compliance with thRISCP SAR the San Diego RWQCB Municipal
Permit, the Citgs Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES
regulations, through impleme&ation of site design, source control, and incorporation of
construction and permanent BMPBhe projeafs consistency with the MSCP SAP General
Management Directivesspeciesspecific ASMDs and General Planning Policies and Design
Guidelinesis demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3) and is applicable to the
Wetlands Optimized Alternativdn addition, because th@/etlands OptimizedAlternative is
located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indireeictspo the
preserve, it would be required to demonstrate consistency with the 8€R5ection 1.4.3,
LUAGSs. The projedds consistency with the MHPA LUAGSs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section
3.3.4) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alterna@ansistency with the LUAGs
ensuresminimization of adverse edge effects from implementation ofetlands Optimized
Alternative. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitiegetation communitieduring construction
activities and operation of ttWWetlandsOptimizedAlternativewould beless than significanand

no mitigation is required.

6.3.3 Mitigation Measures
6.3.3.1 Direct Impacts

Development of the project would result in potentially significant direct impacts to sensitive vegetation
communities, including thosedated within the MHPA boundary. Implementation of MM BRO
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(described under Sensitive Plant Species Direct Impacts Mitigation) and MA8 Bi©ugh MM
BIO-5 (described under Sensitive Wildlife Species Direct Impacts Mitigation) would reduce direct
impactsto sensitive vegetation communities through monitoring by a qualified biologist, providing
mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, anebting and restoringnpacted vegetation.

6.3.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.3.4.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

Implementation of MM BIG2 through MM BIO-5 would reducepotential direct impacts to
sensitive vegetation communities to below a level of significance through monitoring by a
gualified biologist,adhering to requiredhitigation ratios for acreage impac#d creating and
restoringimpacted vegetation communities.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts t@ensitive vegetation communitie®re determined to be less than significant
and no mitigation is required.

6.3.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 6.3.2 for Wetlands Optimized\lternative,this alternative
would not change the potential direct impacts to sensiggetation communitieasnalyzed for the
projector the mitigation required Implementation of MM BIG2 andMM BIO-3 throughMM
BIO-5 would mitigate potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities from
developmentof the Wetlands OptimizedAlternative to below a level of significanc&hese
mitigation measures would geire monitoring by a qualified biologisgdhering to required
mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, andating and restoringipacted vegetation communities.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts t@ensitive vegetation communitieere determined to beds than significant
and no mitigation is required.

6.4  Threshold 3: Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources
6.4.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impactould result if the project woulldave a substantial adverse impact on wetlands
(including but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means
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6.4.2 Impact Analysis
6.4.2.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

As discussed in Sectidn?2, Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources,total ofapproximately275.3%

acres of wetlands and naevetland waters potentially under the jurisdictiontteé USACE and
RWQCB, CDFW and/or wetlands regulated by the City of San Diego occur in the project area.
Thesepotentially jurisdictional aquatic resourdaghe project aremcludeapproximatelyl65.67
acresof wetlands and riparian are@uthern coastal salt marsh, salt panne, mudéatgrass,
disturbed wetland [Arundo], and disturbed freshwater maasl)109.69acres of nofwetland
waters (open waterand tidal channels As discussed in Section 6.3, Threshold 2: Sensitive
Vegetation Communitieghe project would result in direct impactstte aquatic and wetland
vegetation communities also potentiallpder the jurisdiction of th&JSACE, RWQCB, and
CDFW andregulated by the City of San Dieg@bigure 15, Impacts to Potentially Jurisdictional
Aquatic Resources Proposed ProjektAn analysis of the exact acreage of impacts that would
occur to wetlands in the project area as a result of the project is not provided at the programmatic
level becausesuch analysis would be speculative in natineefuture sitespecific projects are

not known at this time. As future sigpecific projects come forward, projesgiecific analysis
would be conducted in the review phase of the proggad any impacts to wetlands would be
avoided, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of project appavad to the implementation of

the future sitespecific projects.

For development in the COZ, the City requires a-fo@@wide avoidance buffer surrounding
wetland resources to reduce indirect impacts and ensure the value and function of the wetland is
maintained. Since large portions of the project necessarily occur within wetlands and the project is
confined by existing development in the surrounding area, impacts to the wetland buffers in these
areas would be unavoidable and necessary reductionswadtheof the wetland buffers would be
determined in coordination witthe USACE, RWQCB,CDFW, and USFWS prior to project
implementation, in accordance with the requirements in SDBG (City of San Digga).28lthough

wetland buffers may be reduced in someas, the project would result in expansion and
enhancement of wetlands in the De Anza Cavea and KFMR/NWP project component areas
through establishment of mudflat and marshland habitat (Figure 3) such that the project would result
in a net benefit tthese habitats and associated wildlife species by providing an overall increase in
wetland area following project implementation. In these locations, the proposed restoration/creation
activities would be considered a compatible use within COZ wetlandré\jife., restoration), in
accordance with the allowed uses listed in Section 143.0130 @6 CHC, ESL regulations. In
addition, to the extent feasible, the project would be designed to minimize the extent of construction
activities within and adjacernd wetlands, including the number of access roatesthe size of
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staging areas. As a result, impacts to wetland buffers would be minimized to the maximum extent
practicable and would be less than significantd no mitigation isequired

As previouslydiscussed in Section 3, the projeciuld berequiredto be in compliance withll
federal, state, and local regulations protecting biological resources as a condgidrseduent
projectlevel approvas. This includes complying with applicable federal and state regulations that
ensure no net loss of aquatic resources, such &ers404 of the federal WA, Sections 9 and 10

of the Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 1600 of tR&C, and PorteCologne. The project would

be required to obtain regulatory permits frohe USACE, RWQCB, and CDFWand provide
compensatorynitigaton for impactsprior to the start of constructighat would ensure no net loss

of resources would result from implementation of the proj@tierefore, direct impacts to
jurisdictional aquatic resourcesuld bepotentiallysignificantwithout mitigation

Indirect Impacts

Most of the indirect impacts to sensitive plant species and sensitive vegetation communities described
in Sections 6.2.4nd6.2.2 also result in potentially significant indirect impacts to jurisdictional aquatic
resourcesAs previously discussin Section 6.2, ImpactAnalysis the projectvould berequiredto

be in compliance with théASCP SAR the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the Gity
Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through
implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permagnt BM
The projeads consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directpesiesspecific
ASMDs, andGeneral Planning Policies and Design Guideliseimonstrated in Tables 4 and 5
(Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3i addition, because the project is within and adjacent to the MHPA and
could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate
consistency with the MSCBAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGSThe projeas consistency with the MHPA
LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3@hnsistencywith the LUAGS ensures
minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the project. Therefore, indirect impacts
to jurisdictional aquatic resourcesiring construction activities and operation of the projectld be

less than significapand no mitigation is required.

6.4.2.2  Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 2.3, iMetlands OptimizedAlternative differs from the
project in creatingapproximately32.1 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and
uplands (lowmid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflatg)convertinghesouthern portion of the
developed De Anzeboob and the De Anza Bagovewatersareago morewetlands.

The Wetlands Optimized\lternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and hydrologic
restoration as the project. This alternative woaldave approximatel$0.7acres of developed land
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in exchange for additional jurisdictional aquatic resajioeluding wetland and nemwetland waters
(Figure 16, Impacts to Potentially Jurisdictional Aquatic Resouiced/etland Optimized
Alternative) Although theWetlands Optimizedilternative would result in increased jurisdictional
aquatic resources area compared to the project, this alterhlatihe projectywouldbe considered a
compatible use within COZ wetland bufefi.e., restoration), in accordance with the allowed uses
listed in Section 143.0130 of CiiyLDC, ESL regulations. In addition, like the project, the Wetlands
Optimized Alternative would be designed to minimize the extent of construction activitiesamith
adjacent to wetlands, including the number of access routes and the size of staging areas. As a result,
impacts to wetland buffers would be minimized to the maximum extent practicable and would be less
than significantFurther, the Wetlands Optinad Alternative would be required to obtain regulatory
permits fromthe USACE, RWQCB, and CDFVend provide compensatory mitigation for impacts
prior to the start of constructidior subsequent projects that are implemented under the proposed
projectto ensuie thatno net loss of resources wowdcur Therefore, direct impacts to jurisdictional
aquatic resources would petentiallysignificantwithout mitigation

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities and operation of tWéetland Optimized Alternativewould the same
compared to the project; therefore, indirect impacpsrisdictional aquatic resourcesuld occur
TheWetlands Optimizedlternative, like the projectyould berequiredto be in compliance with

the MSCP SAR the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the @Gitystormwater Standards
Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through implementation of site
design, surce control, andncorporation of construction and permanent BMPse proposed
projects consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directpesiesspecific
ASMDs, andGeneral Planning Policies and Design Guideliseemonstrated in Tablesathd 5
(Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alterivataddition,
because th&/etlands Optimizedlternative is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could
result in potential indirect impacts to the preservwepitld be required to demonstrate consistency
with the MSCPSAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGsThe projedds consistency with the MHPA LUAGS is
demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative.
Consistency with the LUAGswould ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from
implementation of theWetlands OptimizedAlternative. Therefore, indirect impacts to
jurisdictional aquatic resourceduring construction activities and operation of Wetlands
OptimizedAlternative are less than significaand no mitigation is required.

6.4.3 Mitigation Measures
6.4.3.1 Direct Impacts

Development of the project would result in potentially significant direct impagtgisalictional
aguatic resourcesmplementation oMM BIO-2 (described under Sensitive Plant Species Direct
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Impacts Mitigation) and MM BIEB through MM BIO5 (described under Sensitive Wildlife Species
Direct Impacts Mitigation) would reduce direct impactguigsdictional aquatic resourcéisrough
monitoring by a qualified biologist, providing mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, and creating and
restoringtemporary impact areas

6.4.3.2 Indirect Impacts

No mitigation is required.

6.4.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.4.4.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

Implementation oMM BIO-2 and MM BIG 3 through MM BIG5 would mitigate potential direct
impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources to below a level of significance through monitoring by
a qualified biologistadhering to requiredhitigation ratios for acreage impacts, amdating and
restoringtemporaryimpactareas

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resounsese determined to be less than significant
no mitigation is required.

6.4.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

Implementation of MM BIG2 through MM BIO5 would mitigate potential direct impacts to
jurisdictional aquatic resources to below a level of significance through monitoring by a qualified
biologist, adhering to requiredhitigation ratios for acreage impactend creating and restoring
temporaryimpactareas

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resournsese determined to be less than significand
no mitigation is required.

6.5 Threshold 4: Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages
6.5.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impactould result if the project woulthterfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, including linkages identified in the MSGRP, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites
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6.5.2 Impact Analysis
6.5.2.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

As discussed in Sectionds3, Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages, the projactais likely

to be used as a wildlife movement corridor becaugeovides suitable nesting, foraging, and
dispersal areas for both sensitive and common wildlife species because of the presatice of n
vegetation communities (among the last remaining marshland in this part of the City), its
connection to Mission Baynd proximity to the Pacific coast and open waters to the uasher,
thewestern portion of the project argartially within tre KFMR/NWP and Campland areas
identified in the MSCFSAP as abiological core and linkage are@his core and linkage area
borders Mission Bay, which functions as a wildlife movement corridor for resident and migratory
birds, marine mammals, and fispegies both locally and regionally. The dense residential and
commercial development immediately surrounding the project area has the potential to limit
wildlife movement through the project area. However, the open space within the western portion
and immeliately to the south of the project area has been designated as important habitat
connectivity areas by the MSG@EAPand is documented as supporting a wide variety of both local
and migratory species.

Project impactsare proposed primarily within aexisting developed settinge.g, Campland, De

Anza Cove, and MBTAGDr would only be shorterm impacts that occur during construction
activities to restore and expand wetland habitat within the project(iggae 13) All existing

wildlife corridors would renain in place after implementation of the proposed project. Futtiger
proposed project would provide an overall enhancement of wildlife movement opportunities
throughout much of the project area by establishing native wetland habitat in areas that were
previously developed, disturbed, or underwater, which would praddéional foraging habitat

and cover for wildlife movementTherefore, significant direct long-term impacts to wildlife
corridors and habitat connectivipyovided by the project ar@ae not expected to occur

The KFMR/NWP does intersect the MHPA and teams sensitive habitat suitable for wildlife
movement and foragin@igure 2) However, the impacts proposed within this area are limited to
restoration and other habitat improvements including enhancement and hydrologic restoration
which wouldprovide along-term benefit for wildlife movemerthrough the project are&@Vhile

project activities may temporarily disruptidlife movementhrough the project aretheprojectis

not expected to have a significant impact on habitat linkage over théelongecausehe overall
habitat quality of the existing corridors would increase as a result of project implementation
Therefore, impacts twildlife corridors and habitat connectivityould be less than significarand

no mitigation is required
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Indirect Impacts

Wildlife movementcorridors and habitat connectivityould be impacted by many of the other
indirect effects discussed in Section B.far impacts to sensitive wildlife speciess previously
discussed in Section 62.ImpactAnalysis the projectwould berequiredto be in compliance

with theMSCP SAR the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the Gitgtormwater Standards
Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through implementation of site
design, source control, andcorporation of construction and permanent Bi\MiPhe projecis
consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directipesiesspecific ASMDs and
General Planning Policies and Design Guidelimeslemonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections
3.3.2 and3.3.3).In addition, because the project is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and
could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate
consistency with the MSC®AP Section 1.4.3, LUAGST he projeads consstency with the MHPA
LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3@pnsistencywith the LUAGs ensures
minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the proposed project. Therefore,
indirect impacts towildlife movementcorridors and hakat connectivityduring construction
activities and operation of the projeebuld beless than significapand no mitigation is required.

6.5.2.2 Optimized Wetland Alternative
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 2.3, iMetlands OptimizedAlternative differs from the
project in creatingapproximately32.1 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and
uplands (lowmid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflabg)convertinghesouthern portion of the
developed De Anzéooband the De Anza Bagovewatersareaso morewetlands.

The Wetlands OptimizedAlternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and
hydrologic restoration as the project. This alternative woetdove approximatel80.7 acres of
developed land in exchange for additional wetlands and transitional ugkigdse 14) The
Wetlands Optimizedlternative would result in increased natural ar@atentially expanding the
wildlife movementcorridors anchabitat connectivity in the areapmpared to the project, this
alternative would not change the potential direct impacts to wildlife movement during
construction, and impacts would less than significanand no mitigation is required

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities and operation of téetlands Optimizedilternative would besimilar
compared to the project; therefore, indirect impacts to wildlife moveroemidors would
potentiallyoccur. The Wetlands Optimized\lternative, like the mject,would berequiredto be

in compliance with theMSCP SAR the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the Gity
Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through
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implementation of site design, source control, and pam@tion of construction and permanent
BMPs. The projeafs consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directpesies
specific ASMDs andGeneral Planning Policies and Design Guidelisegmonstrated in Tables

4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3a3)d is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternatine.
addition, because thWetlands Optimizedlternative is located within and adjacent to the MHPA
and could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate
consistency with the MSC®AP Section 1.4.3.UAGs. The projedis consistency with the MHPA
LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized
Alternative.Consistencyvith the LUAGswould ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from
implementation of th&Vetlands Optimized\lternativeby addressing issues of drainage, toxics,
lighting, noise, barriers, invasive species, brush management, and grading/development
Therefore, indirect impas to wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivitguring
construction activities and operation of M&tlands Optimizedlternative would beless than
significant and no mitigation is required.

6.5.3 Mitigation Measures
6.5.3.1  Direct Impacts

No mitigation & required.

6.5.3.2 Indirect Impacts

No mitigation is required.

6.5.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.5.4.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

Direct impacts towildlife movement corridors and habitat linkages within the project aera
determined to be less than significaartd no mitigation is required.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts tavildlife movement corridors and habitat linkages within the project\asza
determined to be less than significaartd no mitigation is required.

6.5.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

Direct impacts to wildlife movement corridors and habitat linkages within the Wethyptanized
Alternative area were determined to be less than signifiaadtno mitigation is required.
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Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to Wdlife movement corridors and habitat linkages within the Wetlands Optimized
Alternative area were determined to be less than signifi@adtno mitigation is required.

6.6 Threshold 5: Habitat Conservation Plans
6.6.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impactcould result if the project wouldonflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or stateHabitat ConservationPlan, either within the MSCFSAP area or in the
surrounding region

6.6.2 Impact Analysis
6.6.2.1 Proposed Project

As previously discussed, the western portion of the project area that occurs in the KFMR/NWP is
within the MHPA, and other potential impacts would occur within and adjacent to the MHPA
including hydrologic restoration, expanded marshland habitgtire 2) When land is developed
adjacent to the MHPA, there is potential for indirect impacts to occur that would result in detrimental
effects related to drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, human intrusion, and invasive species. Indirect
impacts from the proposedapect could occur adjacent to the MHPA from the demolition of the
existing Campland and the installation of expanded marshland h@béairojectvould berequired

to document compliance with ti@eneral Planning Policies and Design Guidelines provied
Section 1.4.2 of th&ISCP SAP General Management Directives outlined in Section 1.5.2 of the
MSCP SAR andspeciesspecific ASMDs provided in the MSCP SAP AppendiX @ity of San

Diego 1997) Table4 in Section 3.3.2, City of San Diego MSCP SAP, dertrates the projeé
compliance with the MSCP SAP General Management Direcimdsspeciespecific ASMDs

Table5 in Section3.3.3, MultrHabitat Planning Arealemonstrates the projétcompliance with

the MSCPSAP General Planning Policies and Desf@uidelines The project would be consistent

with the policies and requirements of the MSCP, including mitigation requirements.

6.6.2.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative

The Wetlands OptimizedAlternative proposeshe same construction, enhancement, and
hydrologic restorationn the same development footprias the project. Like the project, the
Wetlands OptimizedAlternative is subject to the same MSGEAP General Management
Directives ASMDs, andGeneral Plannig Policies and Design Guidelinesnsistency analysis
provided inTables4 and5. As discussed in Sections 6.2.2, 6.3.2, 6.4,2, and 6.5.2 favéliands
OptimizedAlternative, theWetlands Optimizedhlternative would result in similar impacts to
sensitive plant and wildlife specieandsensitive vegetation communities compared to the project,
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and would implement the same mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to below a level of
significance. Because tWetlands Optimized\lternativeoccurs in thesame location, results in
similar impacts to biological resources, and implements the same mitigation measures as the
project, the MSCFSAP consistency analyses providedTiables4 and5 are applicable to this
alternative. The Wetlands OptimizedAlternative would be consistent with the policies and
requirements of the MSC®AP, including mitigation requirements

6.6.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

6.6.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.6.4.1 Proposed Project

Impacts to conservation planning were deiieed to be less than significaaind no mitigation
is required.

6.6.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative

Impacts to conservation planning were determined to be less than signdivdmto mitigation
is required.

6.7 Threshold 6: Multi-Habitat Planning Area Adjacency
6.7.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impact could result if the project wouldrodue land use within an area adjacent to
the MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects.

6.7.2 Impact Analysis
6.7.2.1  Proposed Project

The MHPA occurs along the western section of the project area within portions of the
KFMR/NWP. Implementation of the proposed project womttoduce new land uses adjacent to
the MHPA through the demolition of the existing Campland and installation of expanded
marshland habitat, thereby increasing the amount of marshland within MissianABay
demamstrated in Table§ and6 (in Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 respectivellg® projectwould bea
compatible land use within the MHPA and follows tGeneral Planning Policies and Design
Guidelinesoutlined in Section 1.4.2 of the MSCG3AP. Because a portionf ¢the project occurs
within the MHPA, the project is required to document pbamce with the MHPA LUAG. Table

6 in Section 3.3.4locuments the projdistcompliance with the MHPAUAGSs. As demonstrated

in Table6, the projectwould becompliant with theMVHPA LUAGs, and impactsvould be less

than significant
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6.7.2.2  Optimized Wetland Alternative

TheWetlands Optimizedlternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and hydrologic
restorationin the same development footprias the project, which includes lands within and
immediately adjacent to the MHPA. Like the project,\thetlands Optimizedlternative issubject

to the same MHPA LUAGconsistency analysis provided in TabléSection 3.3.4)As discussed

in Sections 6.2.2, 6.3.2, 6.4,2, and 6.5.2 for\Wetlands OptimizedAlternative, theWetlands
Optimized Alternative would result in similar impacts sensitive plant and wildlife speciesid
sensitive vegetation communitiasthe project and would implement the same mitigation measures
to reduce those impacts to below a level of significance. Becaus&/etlands Optimized
Alternativewould occurin the same location, results in similar impacts to biological resources, and
would implement similamitigation measures as the project, the MHPBAGSs consistency
analysis provided in Tablé is applicable to this alternative. Therefotiee Wetlands Optimize
Alternativewould be complianvith the MHPA LUAGs and impactsvould beless than significant.

6.7.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

6.7.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.7.4.1  Proposed Project

Impacts from conflicts with thtfHPA LUAGs weredetermined to be less than signifigeartd
no mitigation is required.

6.7.4.2  Wetlands Optimized Alternative

Impacts from conflicts with th&IHPA LUAGs were determined to be less than significantl
no mitigation is required.

6.8 Threshold 7: Local Policies or Ordinances
6.8.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impactould result if the project wouldonflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources

6.8.2 Impact Analysis
6.8.2.1 Proposed Project

As discussed in Section 373City of San Diego General Plathe project is located in the City of
San Diegotherefore is subject to the goals and policies in the &itgeneral PlariThe Cityds
General PlanElemens applicable to biological resources includes the Conservadioch
RecreationElemens. Table 7 (Section 3.3.y documents the projdst consistencywith the

Biological Resources Technical Report 123 Marct203
De Anzalaturahmendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan



Conservatiorand Recreatioftlemens goals and policies applicable to biological resourées.
demorstrated in Table ,ahe projectwould be consistent withthéi t y 6 s Gener al Pl a
policies including mitigation requirement$herefore, impacts would bess than significant.

6.8.2.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative

The Wetlands OptimizedAlternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and
hydrologic restorationn the same development footprias the project within the City of San
Diego General Plan area. Like the project, Wetlands Optimizedlternative is subjet to the

sane General Plan Conservatiand Recreatioilemens consistency analysis provided in Table

7 in Section 3.3.7As discussed in Sections 6.2.2, 6.3.2, 6.4,2, and 6.5.2 fovv#tands
OptimizedAlternative, theWetlands Optimizedhlternative would resultni similar impacts to
sensitive plant and wildlife speciaadsensitive vegetation communities compared to the project
and would implement the same mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to below a level of
significance. Because tWetlands Optimized\lternative occurs in the same location, results in
similar impacts to biological resources, and implements the same mitigation measures as the
proposed project, the General Plan Conservaiwh Recreatioizlemens consistency analysis
provided inTable 7 (Section 3.3.7)s applicable to this alternativ&fhe Wetlands Optimized
Alternative would be consistent with th€i t y6s Gener al P ) iachuding o al s
mitigation requirementd herefore, impacts would lbess than significant.

6.8.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

6.8.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.8.4.1 Proposed Project

Impacts from conflicts withth€i t y 6 s G €ongenvadidn ang Reareation Elengoals and
policies were determined to be less than signifiamd no mitigation is required.

6.8.4.2  Optimized Wetland Alternative

Impacts from conflictswithth€i t y 6 s G €ongenvadidn ang Reareation Elengoals and
policies were determined to be less than significamd no mitigation is required.

6.9 Threshold 8: Invasive Species Introduction
6.9.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impact could result if the project would introduce invasive species of plants into a
natural open space area.
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6.9.2 Impact Analysis
6.9.2.1 Proposed Project

As discussed in Sectie 6.2 and 6.3implementation of the project has the potential to introduce
non-native invasiveplant species into the natural open space aaeasMHPAof KFMR/NWP

and Mission BayHowever as demonstrated irBectiors 3.3.2 through 3.3.4he projectvould be

in compliance with theMi'SCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the Gity
Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulatideemply

with the Landscape Regulations (LDC 142.0400 and pable 14204F, Revegetation and
Irrigation Requirements) requiring all plant species installed within 100 feet of the MHPAbe non
invasive. Further, the projestcorporatesnvasive plant species removal intdbitat restoration

(MM BIO-5) andincludes the restoration of the existing Campland site, which currently contains
a high number of invasive ornamental species. The restoration of Campland to native marshland
habitat would further reduce potential for inv&s, particularly ornamentals, from spreading into
the MHPA.Habitatrestorationper MM BIO-5 would establish a native plant community within

any temporarily disturbed areas of native habitat, thus minimizing the potential for invasive plant
speciesTherefore,impacts frontheintroduction of invasive species of plants into a natural open
space arewould beless tharsignificantwith mitigation incorporated

6.9.2.2  Wetlands Optimized Alternative

TheWetlands Optimizedlternative proposes the same constructaminancement, and hydrologic
restorationn the same development footpras the proposed projeEurther onstruction activities

and operation of th#&Vetlands Optimized\lternative would be largely the same compared to the
project; therefore, the sametpntialfor the introduction of invasive species would resilerefore,
theWetlands Optimizedlternative has the same potential to introduce mative invasive species

of plants into the natural open space areas of KFMR/NWP and Mission Bay compared to the
proposed project. This alternative wowtdmply with MSCP SAR the San Diego RWQCB
Municipd Permit, the Citgs Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES
regulationsandLandscape Regulations (LDC 142.0400 andTfale 14204F, Revegetation and
Irrigation Requirements) requiring all plant species installed within 1@@félee MHPA be non
invasive Further, similar to the proposed projettte Wetlands Optimized Alternativeould
incorporate invasive plant species removal into habitat restoridrB]O-5). Thereforejmpacts

from theintroduction of invasive specie$ glants into a natural open space asveald be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated

6.9.3 Mitigation Measures

Implementation of MM BIG5 would reduce potentially significant impacts from the introduction
of invasive species of plants into a matuopen space area.
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6.9.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.9.4.1 Proposed Project

The potential impacts from introduction of invasive species would be avoided tlroughance

with the Landscape Regulationsgnd Development Cod&42.0400 and per Table42-04F,
Revegetation and Irrigation Requirements) requiring all plant species installed within 100 feet of
the MHPA be nonnvasiveand mitigated through implementationdM BIO-5.

6.9.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative

Implementation of MM BIG5 would mitigatethe potential impacts from the introduction of
invasive species of plants into a natural open spacedamg@y development of thé/etlands
OptimizedAlternativeto below a level of significance

6.10 Cumulative Impacts
6.10.1 Cumulative Threshold 1: Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species

The cumulative project arespecificto biological resourcewas defined byearbysurrounding
areas with similar biological resourcgdumulative projects in the vicinity of the projeatea
would have the potential to result in impatd sensitive plant and wildlife species, including loss
of habitat.All projectsproposed in the Citarerequired to comply with CEQATwoO projects
proposed in theumulative project areacludethe Fiesta Islandmendment to thdlission Bay
Park Master Plan and Mission Bay Park Improvement P&milar to the projectthese
cumulative projectsare primarily within previously developed areasd include portions of
undeveloped open space in Missi®ay. Implementation of thesevo cumulative projets have
the potential taesult in impacd to sensitiveplant and wildlife speciesiowever, like the project,
these cumulative projects are within the MSEAP and are required tomit impacts and comply
with the biological resource conservation godlthe MSCP

The MSCP is a lonterm regional conservation plan established to protect sensitive species and
habitats in San Diego County. The MSCP is divided into subarea plans that are implemented separately
from one another. Tharoject areas within the MSCP SAPand partially inside the MHPA.

In an effort to eliminate cumulative impacts to sensitive biological resources throughout San Diego,
the City is participating in a regional conservation planning effort, MS&P This planning effort is
designed to address cumulative impacts through development of a regional plan that addresses impacts
to covered species and habitats in a manner that assures their conservation despite impacts of
cumulative projectover the longerm. The ultimate goal dtis plan is the establishment of biological
reserve areas in conformance with the State of Califtla@iaral Community Conservation Planning

Act. In addition to being signatory to thiatural Community Conservation Planniagt, the MSCP

SAPis also aradopted Habitat Conservation Plan under Section 10 of FESA.
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As previously discusseid Section 3.3.2the project lies within therban area of the MSCBAP
boundary. The MHPA is éhard line preserve developed by the City in cooperation with the wildlife
agencies, property owners, developers, and environmental groups. The MHPA identifies biological
core resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation, in which only limited development may
occur (City of San Diego 1997).

Preservation and restoratiasf habitat, planning in accordance with the biological resource
conservation goals of the MS@EAP, and limitation of impacts in accordance with the MSE2P

are intended to mitigate cumulative biological resource impacts. Although sections of thedpropose
project area include wetland buffers within the COZ and inside thés @igignated MHPA boundary,

the restoration and enhancement activities proposed in these areas would be considered compatible
uses within COZ wetland buffers (j.e/etland restoratin project) and inside the MHPA boundary, in
accordance with the Cilly SDBG and Section 143.0130 of @ityDC ESL regulationsThe proposed
projects demonstrated consistency with the MS&&P through project design and incorporation of
mitigation measureis provided in Section 6.6.;1 addition, sinceonstructionwould occur within

and adjacent to the MHPA, the proposed pragaeiquired talemonstrate consistency with the MSCP
SAPandMHPA LUAGs (provided in Section3.3.2 through 3.3} Therefore, the project would be
consistent with the MSCBAP, and cumulative impacts to sensitive plant and wildigeciesvould

be less than significamiith mitigation incorporated

6.10.2  Cumulative Threshold 2: Sensitive Vegetation Communities

As discussed above in Section 6.10.1, the proposed frogEnonstrated consistency with the
MSCP SAP, MHPA LUAGS, the Cityds SDBG, and Cityés LDC ESL regulationgprovided in
Sections3.3.2 through 3.3)&ensures the project, in combination with other cumulative projects within
the City,would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biologesburcesin fact, the
proposed project wouldrovide a net benefit to the vegetation communitiethe project aredy
restoring and expandingatural wetland and aquatichabitats Therefore, because the project
minimizes impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and demonstrates consistency with the
MSCP SAP requirements, the project would not resaltai cumulatively considerable impact to
sensitive vegetation communities.

6.10.3  Cumulative Threshold 3: Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the pra@gademonstrated consistency with the MSEAP,
MHPA LUAGS, the Citys SDBG, andCityés LDC ESL regulationgprovided in Section8.3.2
through 3.3.fensures the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative projects within the
City, will not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biologesburcesln fact, the poject

would provide a net benefit to tiianctions and values of the aquatic resources in the project area
by restoring and expandinthe wetland and newetland watersin addition, all cumulative
projects withpotential impacts to jurisdictional aquatesources would be required to comply
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with applicable federal and/or state regulatitivag ensure no net loss of resoursesh asSection
404 of the federal WA, Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 1600 df@E€ C
and PortetCologne Therefore, because the proposed project minimizes impagigddictional
aquatic resourcedemonstrates consistency with the MS&Prequirementsand would comply
with federal and state permitting regulatiptise project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact to sensitive vegetation communities.

6.10.4  Cumulative Threshold 4: Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages

As discussed in Sectiof.10.1, the proje& demonstrated consistency with the MSEAP,
MHPA LUAGS, the Citys SDBG, andCityé LDC ESL regulationgprovided in Section8.3.2
through 3.3.% ensures the project, in combination with other cumulative projects within the City,
wouldnot result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biologesdurcedn fact, the project would
provide a longterm benefit for wildlife movement through the i areaTherefore, because the
project minimizes impacts twildlife movementand demonstrates consistency with the MSCP
SAPrequirements, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impeitd|ife
corridors and habitat linkages

6.10.5 Cumulative Threshold 5: Habitat Conservation Plans

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the pr@edemonstrated consistency with the MS2¥P (provided

in Tables 4 and 5 iBectiors 3.3.2 and 3.3)3nsures the project, in combination with other cumulative
projects within the Citywould not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources.
Therefore, because the project minimizes impadtéotogical resourcesovered by the MSCBAP

and demonstrates consistency with the MS2¥ requirements, the project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impaassociated with a conflict withHabitatConservatiorPlan.

6.10.6  Cumulative Threshold 6: Multi-Habitat Planning Area Adjacency

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the préedemonstrated consistency with thiglPA LUAGs
(provided inTable 6 inSectior3.34) ensures the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative
projects within the Citywill not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources.
Therefore, because the project minimizes impactsdiogical resources adjacentdad withinthe
MHPA and demonstrates consistency with MMEPA LUAGS, the project would not reguin a
cumulatively considerable impaassociated with a conflict with théHPA Adjacency Guidelines

6.10.7 Cumulative Threshold 7: Local Policies and Ordinances

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the prdeaemonstrated consistency with the MSERP
(providedin Sectiors 3.3.2 and 3.3)3ensures the project, in combination with other cumulative
projects within the Citywould not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological
resourceskurther, the project demonstrates consistency with the CitproDego General Plan
Conservatiorand Recreatioriclemens goals and policies applicable to the projéldierefore,
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because the project minimizes impacts to biological resoarmsiemonstrates consistency with
boththe MSCPSAP requirementand City General PlaGonservation and Recreation Elements
the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact associatedasitffiiat with
local policies and ordinanc@sotecting biological resources

6.10.8  Cumulative Threshold 8: Invasive Species Introduction

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the pra@gademonstrated consistency with the MSEAP,

MHPA LUAGS, the Citys SDBG, andheCity& LDC ESL regulations (provided in Sectio®.8.2
through 3.3.% ensures the project, in combinatiorttwother cumulative projects within the City,
would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources. In fact, the project
would provide a net benefit to the biological resources in the project area by removing invasive
plant speciesnd restoring temporary impaaising native plant commurigs, thus minimizing

the potential for invasive plant specieshe projectirea. Therefore, because the project minimizes
impacts from invasive species and demonstrates consistency with the $ISC&d MHPA
LUAGSs requirements, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact from
invasive species introduction.
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